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INTRODUCTION ' = ,

o . . P o ) . 0_.
. During the last sever&l generations, changes in the

social and economic life of the Amenicen“people have eccel-

' jerated. Such changes asg the expansion of induetrial pro~

duction, technological advancement the decline in, over-al{
agricultural employment and the urbanization and secular-'
Lzation .of values ‘are the result of ;revious changes, and
in turm are continuing to slter the social and eoogbmic

suructure of the nation. <Spme of the adjustments that occur

MY

as new structures replace the ‘01d ones are lahor mob1ility,

: migration, and social mobility. : :; o~ ' oj*

. Oné of these ma jor adiustments, lhbor mobility or

change in ocoupation, is @ resoonse to the elimin&tion or
lessened importance of factors which have historically ‘ fﬁ
contributeo to the oroliferation of certain occupational

roles. Several generations ago, the expanding Western ff

-

: frontier, mess immigret?on, and industrial growth demanded '

a large supplv of ﬁnski led, blue—collar\laborers»in the

growing cities as well as.in rural areas, and a large supply

“of . farm laborers in rural areas. Today, fewer individuals,

are required to f111 the tradition&l unskilled occupetione,

while new types of jobs, largelv professionel and white

collar in nature demand mors individuels to fill them (ul)',

An increase in farm mechanizatien end an’ improvement in
L)
egricultural technology hes led to & decline ir Tarm

8 .

. ’ B o “
. . . Q% u 2 e -
. . . uy .
I ° o
. . . "’){)()’ﬂ \ . 174“ o
. . o K it .
«
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- The reduction of the. proportion of rural-based and

‘unskilled Jobs in the occupationel system end the prolifera—

‘farms, while in l9b7 the ferm population was estimated at-

‘tivp &nd differential assignment of jobs. In the highly
industrialized nations in general, and in the American

’open-class spclety in particular, occupational assignment : o '

N

employment from 8.7 million in l?Sh to u 9 million in

1967 (73). g BT .

]
1]

— ™

‘tion of urban}based and semi sk*lled,’skilled and pro—
[

fessional white-collar occupations has implications for‘ './V%Ff :

%

two other kinds of mobility closely connected to labor

mobility, nafelz: migration and social mobility.i The

e o

o . : ) -4
decline in employment of farm workers means a labor surplus °

- i (‘(,)

1n'rural‘areas, followed by msss novement .out of rursal

areas. In 1950 there were 23 0. millioﬁNBEFSQns living on -

ke it e A ot e e AR & L

10.5 milliﬁ"(?B). The major'pattern ‘of this migration )

has been rurdal to urben. Urban areas of the/%nited States

DR, .

contained. appro‘!mately uo percent of the population in
l9Qp and approximately 70 percent in 1960 (13)
The flow of manpower 1nto an increeslngly urbanized

N

occupational structure has been accompanied by redistribu- fa

e

is achieved rather than ascribed. Theoretically, tne merita ' j

of the 1ndividual rather than social class or fumily o - o

'treditionvdetermine the filling of occupational~roles. - One

has both the right and the possibility of selecting eh
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. | occupation that difiers from one's father's, and of“shifting~.

one's job and career orientation during the course of one's"
*

working years, o T
. _‘ Widesplead occupational mobility is tantamount to,
. widespread social mogility,since occupational status is a o

i - major concomitant of social status. Some of the d”\bnsions
.of occupational status, or the prestige of a particular
occupation, are fhe amount of education or other prerequis— )

L

ites for entry into the occupation, the nature of “the worlk,

anﬁ the power and money involved in the occupation (19) S
; These components of occupational achievement ‘have. been used'

- L] > »

as predictors of socioeconomic status. GOthar'predictors of

—

jsocioeconomic status, including stratification by religious,

. v ethnicy or racial ‘descent, authority, residence, possessions,

consumption patterns and leisure style, are related in l%’kn

;vprving degrees to occupational achievement (6 ). The in—

- creasing shift im residential and oocupational distributions

_of' arge"segments of the American society'means, thersford:\*’efi
o N .
TN qhanges in socioeconomic status for many individuals.

‘.

he structural changes of labor mobility, migration,

social mobility have implications for the individuals

‘whose lives they affeét., A major concernHOT thesmigratdon‘.o

from rural sreas is th(;\age of the, migrantso 0f the 33

_million people who mom/d from American farms between the

r . Years 1910 and 1962, the majority were youthvor young.

-




R ﬂ : v
adults (9). The youthful migrants have been motivated by ‘

. many different factors. Migration»from farms to cities may
be a Voluntary'response to the Mpull", factors, the attrac-

»

tions offe§ed by the cities. The awareness of a lack of ;

-

educational, occupational social, recreational, cultural 3 ?!

and health opportuniﬂies in,one's home town has Sﬁan a

strong impetus to move. . Encouragement of family, .peers, or

teacheermay add to the desire to migrate."

Young people may feel a. dissatisfaction with their home

»

. communities without. necessarily feeling an attraction for
other communities. A small town may appear to have’poor T
v (2 v

prospects for growth‘due to lait?of facilities or rqsources

or to poor geographic 1ocation. Still others who migrate

xmay have oreferred'tp remain in their home c mmunities, but
‘are no longer able to continue in an,agricu tural occupation:
They are involuﬁtarily‘subject to tihe "push" pattern of B
migration. B Yy T

-

’ Young people who perceive superior occupational advan--
tages outside of their_rural,comm:nities-and leave willingly
and those who are'pushed out from lack of opportunity may
.find the ideology of freedom of occupational choice limited
in reality. Individual participants in thé labor force
have little opportunity.to perceive the total range of 4

' occupations, assess their particular abilities and aptitudes,

and select accordingly. Migrants from rural to urban areas,

© 007

s



" 1n particular, may have less knowledge than urban natives

;‘concerniqg the range of jobs available in cities. They may -

-~ ‘ﬁfl C not_be qualified educationally for the jobs they desire .

V/because of vocational limitations in their rural school

\

;E:: %ystems (h2) : ’ . Q‘-
may be ill-prepared, rural migrants may face ‘enormous per- T K;.?

1 ‘ -~

|

:

]

4

: . §
e e -0 In addition to’ entering a labor market for which they ' 'g
‘ i

i

sonal adjustments. Rural families and rural cOmmunities |

N ;

j

%

-h_degree of cohesion or

o ! ‘.;{ typically are characterized by & h

So0kidarity in their~interpersonal ationships. The rur&l

v migrant may feel uncomfortable ente ing into a different
\social system, particularly that of a large city, where

) : . |
social bonds may be weaker than those with which he is ' ©

</ l

‘familiar or in a constant state of flux. ‘He may have been

L) 4

(- . socialized earlier to work independently or- with a minimum _ §

“of sooial interaction, while now he may nave to give up ‘his

'tendency for self-reliance in owrder to blend his personality
'harmoniously with theopersonalities of. others. Feelings of %
dissatisfaction may stem both “from his sociel contacts, }

" which are more impersonal and less secure than those in his

community of socialization, and from his occupational role, |

in which autonemy 1s now less imoortant and teamwork is more

- . . ) N

o highly valued. . | . .
. | _a The present study,.then, 15;9??42FnédW1th the effect | 5

7 ’

of the changing occupational strugture and the increasing

Ly
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1

\ﬂs migration out of rural aress on the career beginnings and
l?,occupational destinations ‘of particular individuals. The
7 T

3 individuals are men and ‘women who graduated from high

-

'schools in rural dreas of oentral Iowa in 19&8 These

\
individuals will be separated into- two broad categories,
migrants and non—migrants. Distinctions will be made

~between the two groups at three different pgints in ‘time:

, in’ l9h8 while all wrere high school seniors, in 1956 and

in 1967. . . . ‘ ’“.. 4

-

e “
Sfme of the distinctions made between the migrants and

o non-migrants ooncern (1) ¢ ifferences in social osychological
} behavior preceding migrati n, (2) difference in social
e
behavior following migratién, (3) statuys of their first

" jobs,- (h) status of their 1956 jobs, (S) Status of- their R

L}

1967 jobs, and (6) advancement over their father‘s
occupational status. 4 |
From a practicalhstandnoint the- present stua?—helps
5 to trace the occupational successes or failures.of people
;of rural origin, living in a society characterized by
.changing occupational needs and demands. lhe longitudinal

nature of the study allqws a comparison of the evbntual

- achievementvof those who stay in ‘or near their home commun~

ities with“tnose who leave, specifically, it reveals

\ fwhether tH who migrate tozaities can surmount the dis-v

-'advantages leaving their. communiéy of sotialization and :
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~ take advantage of increaéed opportunities. “The stué? will - 5
® . T
X T
. '\\% be»useful .to high school‘guidance counselors in recognizing r*f:
. i N . . A :
4

—e~eawmf ' ‘students who are llkely to leave their home communities and

to urban vocational counselors in dealing,with the abilities,
'interests, and potentialities of rﬁral—raised migrants.

| | From a theoretical point of view, the present study e
'attempts to add .to the research which examines how |
| differont types of mobility sre interrelated, the extent ..
b tolwhich occupational (pd socioeconomic change accompanies._

migration, and whether that change represents upward or;

2 + . * Cad
, ..

downward social mobility. _ -
The most extensive studies of social mobility within

% a chan@kng occupational sbructure are by Blau atid Duncan ,?;;,.gw.m
S = R
RS O TR and,Lipset and Bendix (h3) A few studies, .such s o
: ? ";. those of'Scudder ‘and Anderson (59) and Ellis and lane (27)’ B gﬁ
Lol s ..
M R

*relate the effect of specific variables, migration and per—?
ht .

sonality behavior, on upward mobility. The former!studiesg

P however, use an'ex post facto'design while the latfer‘;
follow the respondents over g limited time - period 'The

» ~present study combines the objectives of the previous ones

T .’7,;4//'through ar longitudinal research design which permits

| evaluation of the respondents' personality behavior beﬁore ,;';'

migration as well as of the extent of social mobility

'achieved ZO_years laten.




’v’) -“ k \ ‘ .';. ’ ‘ ~ .
; "y‘\,:»l‘" 4 N .. v e v to g ’ ) '
v « " The specific objectives are the following. ’ f~5:;‘_ ’;
1. To examine social-psychological traits whi%n may -
: T & . s
ey /fo'v be, related to migration performance. ¢ :
s | U 2. To examnine social behavior -which: may result from #
N B‘*l' ' 7' - the- migration experience. .

3, To exdhine migration in relation to occupational

a

PRETEEN mobility. /Q PR "_ L

: %-\” ke To examine migration in relation to mobility

" 'over one's father's occupational status.i"_ "
- 5.~'To examipe migration in relation to occupational'
"f'_ ' o A-imobilit%%within one's own‘ﬂifetime.:
(9]
. These objectives will be pursued ingthe remaining chapters
of this thesiss = = | %
. \ o
‘J . T e “ k l v
o f/,.\d;« , » . i
)_ 4 ° ] o v .
) .
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' v - Introduction e | N
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o The-community in which azperson is raised‘ just'as the ,4,

race or. ethnic group into which he is .born, . defines an 4/»

ascriptive base that may affect his adult occupational
achievements. Migration partly removes these ascribed .
‘ restrictions on: achievement by enabling en individual to
take advantage of opportunities not available in his
oriyinal community.k" o t /'Af «‘. - ~f‘ e
| Migration is the major variable examineﬁ in th1s thesis.
.'i‘ 1_> It will be: discussed within the purview of &wo major con- b g

.. centual areas. Nigration will first be examined as a depend— ;su f
ent variable in itsvrelationship to‘certain social psycholog- %
}ﬁcal chhracte;istics. Accordingly, characteristics dig- '

tinguishing migrants from non- migrants will be discussed in

this chapter, followed‘by a discussion'of'several theories

'offering social psvchological explanations of migration.

Migration also will be examined as an independent variable L
a&

-in its relationship to upwar@ social mobility. The general

meaning of social mobility and some speciglc p&tterns of ?

'mobility that may affect'migrants in.different ways than .

e non-migrants will be discussed 1n this chapter. _' .

J

The last part of this chapter will contain a summary S

of the conceptual aresas and a.presentation of hypotheses. _ ;

& . - : . . [ /‘
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Migrants Versus Non -digrants

The priocess of migration almost always’ inVOlVes _some

g } sort of job shifting, Many researchers baVemdocumented the:
occupational advantages enjoyed by migrants as compared to

: % : -

P thzir non—migrant contemporaries., Blau and Dunoan (6). in

helr extensive survey of "Occupational Changes in a Genera-
tion," found ghat the careers of migrants surpassed those of
non-migrants in prestige and incomé. Prsviously, Scudder
and Anderson (59) had found that individuals +ho migrated
;f~'i€ : from small communities in Kentucky were more’ upwardly

- 13

mobile than those ?ho remained behind.' Sdhwarzweller found

D

G . that high school graéﬂates who did not migrate hed evén /

less materialysuccess'thanrdrop-outs who movyed to

o
5

' ‘industrial areas (58).° - - o L. \

N P

;. In viewing the superior occupational achievements of

.migrants as compared to non-migrants, most researchers
. i . N

‘focus on migration as'afselective process, examining the
e,

qualities of miyrants which differentiate ‘them from none

¥
migrants., Bowles, for example, found that those who

migrate differ from non-migrants as;to age, sex, ﬁprital

o status,‘intelliéence, ¢ducdtion, itibme, and employment (9).
More specifically,“Olson‘found‘that'high educational _ |
-attainment,_high SOcialvstatus, and a greater§smount of : |

o J'knowledge concerning jobs available outside one's home

_community were relsted to migration (50). . Martinson's
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study of young Minnesota migrantsfreported that social‘
aggressiveness was an important factor in the migration of
girls, while academic achievement inahigh school and '
urbanuoriented interests were more important in the

migration ef boys (L7).
A special study (72) by the Bureau of Labor Statistics

>~

of the characteristiqs of migrants who moved between March
1962 and March 1963, together with data from the 1960

'census, indicated that most migrants were better educated

than those who did not mov.e ; 25 percent of the voung men

»

Fho migrated between 1955 and l96?/we;e-college graduates

comnared with nine percentlof the»nonfmigrants.~ Young men

o

who followed professional and;technical occupations'had‘

‘exceptionally high geographic movement g’'s compared to

L'

blue-collar workers.

The overwhelming evidence of "superior traits of
migrants seems\to indicate that migratiOn is selective of
men with greater potential for occupational achievement.
Such findings, howe%er, do not rule out the alternative '
hypothesis thatvnigration 1s an 'adventageous, experieﬁbe
‘thet improves a man's occupational abilities b$ freeing
him from the job limitations in his home communig; and

pening up’ almost limitless new opportunities. Blau and

Duncan (6), in fact found that the residual differences,p

» -

when training andvearly experiences are controlled ‘lend

‘.". ’ . ‘1 R oo

o oy - | : y L -
3 % 3(”@; I N
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2

_‘credence to. the notlon that the migration process in

: 12
.
g/ o e

4

'.itself promotes success. (ﬁfd B
: Blau and- Duncan further suggest that the esidual -

-superiority of the migrants may have been due also to some
other beckground factors that were not reflected in educa-
tion, socioeconomic status or financial .position,. but more
related to the migrants' personality structure., They citec
initiative as en example. Othe7 pesearchers have begun to,

analyze personality factors differentiating migrants -from

'non-migrants. Nartinson's study of, young Minnesota

‘migrants reported’that aspects of personal adjustment were '

‘related., to-and perhaps causative of_migration from rural

1

communities to urban areasjfﬂk)
{
Following. the suggestion of DreV1ous migration studies,

socia1~psydhologica1 behavior which may help explailn differ~

- e

ences between migrants and non-migrents and help account for
thair later occupational achievements will be examined'in

this thetis. Accordingly, in the next section a theoretical
rationale for socisl-psychological behavior that distinguishes
migrants from non—migrants will be sét for th. Also inyesti-“'
gated in this thesis. will be oost~migration’accomplishments

‘ of migrants as compared t non-migrants in view of possicle

A

nersonality differences a with[recoﬁnition of the mlgrants‘
increased Opportunitles outsilde of their high school com-

munityaof resid&@ce. \Thegkgst q%o sections of this ‘chapter
s AN [

<~ -

N
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will contnin a. review of the’ li.er ture dealing with

2

ﬁobility natterns of miuran&s and Lon-miprants. The over all

result of the conceptual framework nresented hereln {s a '

H

merpfhp of the sociolorical and psvchological anbroaches to -

the stuﬁv of social mobillty. '4 '“ o /// N

.XSocial-nsycholbgical Asbects of Migrationt

'

Dissociative hynothesis °

)
.

At the turn of the cen urv Durkheim set forth some
theories of sociel isolatiod. He said that any phenomenon
which tends to increase an in@ividual's social.isolstion
‘and his leneliness favgrs ‘an increase in suicide.’ Cooley

in Social Organizstion, published 1n 1909, steted thaﬁ'anv '

chanp-e otl occunation or socioe.conomic status r-equir'es new -
efforts end new&ﬁork from_ an 1ndividual,'incre§sing the

“activity of the nervous system and causing a permgnent .

o

|

mental strain (15). ' _ . ;

. Sorékin builtlﬁnon the ideas of Durkheim and Coolev to

nfestablish what sociologists later called the dissociative
hvoothesis.h Accord1ng‘to this hygzthesis, %obility
‘"diminisheg 1ntimacz and increases Dsycho social isolation
and 1one11ness of 1ndividuals" (68); the mokile man is
»unattached“to anything or anybody. Although 1ndividual

restlessness and roctlessness result in a nsycholoﬁica1'

cost to the individual, they are a benefit to soclety.

-

e
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. because thev result in increasedvcreativity, adaptabil%tj,

and circulation of the elite.

According to Blau, occunational mobilitv, both upward

and downward poses qucial dilemmas for establishing inter-‘mj

personal relationships and becoming integrated into the |,

community (5). Occupationally mobile men are marginal men,‘

; N
.out of tune with others, both 1n their new and original

strata in the occupational hierarchya> Consequently, if the

mobile person is neither well. integrated anong those whose ®

socio—economic status he once shared, nor- among those whose

socioueconomicﬁstatus he strives to assume, his behavior ‘i-.

'

can be expected to deviate from that prevalent in both

'groups. Blau found that many beliefs and practices of the

upwardly mobile and of "the downwardly mobile are inter-)
mediate between those of the stationary highs and of the
stationary lows. Crockett expects that the lesser social

integration of the ‘mobile will be manifest in str ngerv

%

feelings of insecurity (17). . , o i .

Ameliorative hvpothesis ) — _ : - \ '

| Ellis and Lane (%6) consider the ameliorative

hypothesis a major alternative to the: dissociative

hvpothesis, since it assumes that every instance of ’ e

L

mobility need not require personality adjustment. The

ameliorative hypothesis, which refers to the notion of

.

loweraclass persqons gaining acceptance by middle~class

PR
V) W

e e ks e iatn




proups whose values, normsy bnd judgmental standards

they emulate, is based upon reference group theory. .
Reference-group theory, particularly,'s it has been

systematized by‘Merton and Rossi (h9), réTe 8 ° to the process

through wnich men ., relate themselves to group groups_to,

whose valugs they refer their own behavior a:A

o

members Bﬁey comoare themselves in appraising “arious

with whose .

aspects“of their situation. .

o [

Lipset and Bendix gﬁiéihaVe applied the reqerence .
‘ . !

~

group concept to, social iity. .They assumevthat the

potentially upwardly mobile usu&lly undergo anticipaoory

soqialization, that 1s, they absordb the norms and behavior

Dﬁraitgxof the higher.stratavlong before they have‘actualiy

_changed their social positions. Such anticipatory sociallza-

tion*causes indideualsfto become "non-coﬁformists"'within

- their social 2roup and to function without surong primary

group ﬁies. Lipset and Bendix noted that various psycho~
logical. studies have indicated that,the ability to conform ‘

_ to the'normS'of'groups of which theyoare not yet members

is, part of the personality syndrome of the upwardly

'mobile infividual. S o .

Q.

Compensatory thothesis ' }f

Psychoanalvtically-oriented socia1 scientists Interpret
the effects of migration according to a third theoretical

exnlanation; the»compensatory hypothesis. To them social

f_}

N\ 018 - o

a

-




&_ B T I

1solation is not 8 consequence of mobility but a concoma‘ 5

" “1tant of it. The compensatory hypothesis holds that mobile
individuals are different to_begin with: socially inept,
constrained individuals, socially deprived because of.

' childhood andﬂearly adolescent-experiences,ﬁwho turn to
staﬁ‘s strivings to compensate for their feelings of

deprivation. Those who rise in the social structure. may,'

e’s adults, encounter inordinate difficulties in establishing'

olose ties with others, but this isélation is only a con—
tinuation of (the same) superficial, impermanent primary
group relations that originally motivated them to their.
class circumstances" (2h). | | . |
Various studies have’focussed on the ihherent person—
ality traits of mobild indivi vals. Lipset (ué) found that

"rural and small town dwellers if they move out of the

status of their parents, are most likely to-do.so in a large

city, while their more stab&e'neighbors remain in their

fplace‘of origin.". Martinson showed that non- migrant farm
boys were more clo3ely identified and ‘"adjusted to" their
families and home communities than migrant farm boys (47).

e

A lA\\ _A comnrehensive study of business leaders by Warner
and Abegglen found that the upwardly mobile, as compargd to
the nonemobile, showedstrongertraita_gf\;ndenendenceanng

with en inability to form intimate relatioyships (76).

- Consequently, they were often socially isolated men. The




~ duthors hypothesized ﬁ

- then non—mobile had experienced at le

p "hobility.

hat the " upwardly mobile were\esca“ing

which the father was

from depressed family atmospheres in
¢

an inadequate and unreliable figure.

Ellis! study of mobile career women, who had fey

‘friends and were

non-mobile, sho#ed that Jlarger proportions of mobile women

ast partial rejection

by~parents who had shown favoritism toward a sibling or

siblings (Zu) A significantly greater proportion ‘of the

mobile indicated 1ess attachment to their parents. ';;
~ . B / .« : o |

Interrelationship of the three hypotheses
he individual‘s-'

The three hypotheses dealing with t

‘social-psychological reaction to mtgration can be distin-

T guished byatheir ¢emporal relationship to the concept

The dissociative hypothesis says that upward

mobility precedes Social isolation, while the qompensatory

othesis savs that social {solation precedes mobility.

|

hyn
hey cannot

These ade cloarlv compoting theories, that is,

both be true at the same time.
is a competing alternative to the dissociative on

anticipatory socialization provides ektinction of vld

patterns of habit and thought as Well as acquisition of new

ones, then mobility will not result in social isolabion.

The ameliorqtive hypothesis
. one with the compensatory hypothesis, for they may bo+h

§

{more qocially isolated as sdults ,than- thefr

’ ! L \
e s et e et e L A bl o

The- ameliorative hypothesis‘

is not necessarily a competingf




tseexist together. For examplé?‘an individual who 1s bj

' zo stpive for upward mobility;:may nevertheless have .*5

"_ones. In order t

I N

o

ature socially‘inept and’ isolated and who can be expected

3

J.

[l

'=bsorbed the values, norms,aand judgmental standards. of ¢
. N ' . . t

the group 'to which he aspires.
- Ellis and Lane (26),_ ho have labeled these alterna—

-~

tive hypotheses which- explain the impac$ of mobility on an
@ >

individual have 'evised a méthod of testing the dissocia-

tive hypothesis a ainst)the compensatory and ameliorative
make this test methodologically, it

"ould<5%%necessary'to capture upwardly mobile individual7

at ‘a time -of major s;atus transition to determine wheth?

a significant step in upward mobility is, in fact acco%—-'

"~

" panied by a*period of social isolation. Ellis and Lane

reasoned that "ir social isolation is = result, independent
evidence needs to be gathered as to Whether this isolation

can be attributed to L) earlier inability to form effective
fsocial relations or 2)-the absence,of anticipatory.social-
ization." - | o

' Research by Ellis and Lane, using 126 male under-
graduates entering Stanford University in the fall of 1958,
verified the so-called dissooiative hypothesis. For those ;
respondents, a,prolonged period of estrangement was-the'
normal, direct conseQuence of upward mobility (26). They
found no earlier inability to.form effective socﬁal

| | L
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relations, .or in effect, they rejected the compensatory
hypothesis.; In an eérlier study using the Same respondents
(27), Fllis and Lane had found that anticipatory secieliza-
 tion - existed but as 8 gradual, oontinhing process that was
only partially effective in‘oreparing mobile individugls for
the middle—class world they were entering._ In effect, they
) did not comoletely accept th;\ameliorative hypothes1s.
, The reference group theory upon which Ellis and. Lane

EbaSed their ameliorative hvpothesis deals with specific
| types of reference groups, namelv, those based upon social
class. In testing the dissociatiVe hypothesis against its
_tWO alternatives, Ellis and Lane focussed on'social class.
Their sample consisted of lower- clas% youth, and they o
tested the su@bess of their adjustment to.a middle -class
subculture, college. The present thesiL wiTl attempt: to~
test the dissocietive hypothesis against its comoetiﬁg
‘alternatives emphasizing a type of: mobility experience ;;ﬁ;
other than that between soeial classes. The emphasis;here

g
'will not be on the effects of movement from lower class to

0

middle class. Since most of’ @he respondents started from

Al

~a middle- class background the major ad justment they faced

{ °

was not the acceptance and internalization of middle-class
'over lower class values and norms.
The emphasis in the present thesis ‘4s rather on the

meaning of geographic movement’ movement out of rural social

W



%

Yo
. ¥

a®

different rural areas, oxr’ more likely, into grban areas. -
To' test the dissqciative hypothesis against its competing
-alternat1Ves using a rural~non-rural distinctien, the

ameliorative hypothesis is respecified Rather than Ellis

ifﬁ: and Lane's lowegvclass or middle .cléss reference groups,

‘the reference groups in the present thesis will be based on

y,
Loomis and Bdegle‘s (L6) Gesellschaft and Gemeinschaft

K . .
- Speéifically, ndividuals with Gomeinschaft ‘values can be

ﬂ/ determined by norms which are nersonal or particular, and

/ 'characterized by emotional or affective behavior. Those

respondents with' Gesellschaft values treat relationships

as means to ends, with relationships governed by affective

4‘! neutrality. In terms of anticipatory socialization,'

then, those individuals who are able to anticipate

' Gesellschaft relationships preva{ent in non-rural systemq

while they\are yet - residing in Gemeinschaft soclal systems,‘

are prepared to make the transition without 111 effect.
y _

Mobility

The concept mobility refers to several different types

of movement. Geographic mobility is the migrati%n of a

~

pwrson out of one community and the establishment of

v

residence in another communitya Social mobility .is movement

systems characterized by cohesion and solidarity either Into .




of individuals from positions in the social structure

‘4

; possessing a certain rank to positions of either ‘higher

or 1ower rank in that system, Certain theorists known as

~functioqalists believe that the statuswrole posi*ions in a

‘ ) °
soclal system can be ranked according to their importancev

to that social system._ In an industrial society, the basis
for such social stratification is an occupati?pal hierarchy,

with the ordering of occupations according to their .

Jsignificance for the preservation of the society.

In 19&5 Davis and Moore publi&hed their functional

‘sfratificafion theory (19). ACcording to 1%, society has

a vast array of- different tasks to be accomplished in orddr

"\

“to assure 1its survival For the society to remain func-

tional men performing the more useful important and
va1uable occupational tasks receive greater rewards in "the

form of“privilege,vmaterial goods, and, power. A soclety

'survives, at leastoin.part, by giving disproportionately ‘

1arge rewards to persons in positions which provide the
most valuable services. The'rewamds need be adequate only
to secure a sufficient number of people in the required
positions. Taylor, for example, has noted that the reward'
system is negatively aimed at keeping the - 1ess essentisl

et

positions from competing successfully wl th the more

essential positions (69)

-t




" of occupational strata, which reveals the

institutions and spheres of 1ife (6) Accordin

O preserve”

cit those

'but also serves as the connecting 1ink betwe J fferent

and the family through which the economy affects the . v

Lto7the

family as well as his own moves upward

According to the functionalists, the e hierarchy

%._

iationShip

between the socia1 contributions men make»

-

furnishing
various ‘services and the rewards they recé 6 in return, is
a hierarchy'differentiated'by prestige.' Members of a social

system will esteem most highly those occui tional tasks

which prov%fe the most useful services andngonsequently offer

the most privilege, pover, and material goods to those who
provide those tasks.] On an emoirical basis, gccupafions |
have been ranked according to the prestige they entail. in

1947 North and Hatt constructed a scale irom‘a National-

.
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“',Opinion Researéh Center/(NORC) study o: a comprehensive

list of occupations (32) - In- construct n@ thé NORC scale,

.y . 3

North and Hatt listed 90 occuoational itles representing

"'88 separate occupationsb includlng two functioning ag ai"l

2

reliability check.' The occupational titles were arbltrarily'

\

Judged to be.a representatlve cross—section of all occupa- ,

tional statuses qufwhich nrestige scores : can be derived.

The titles were based on Smith's (66) earlier compilation'f-

of occupatlonal titles, eliminating dev1ant-behavior

occupationsaand those subsumed under more general types,

and adding some freouently reported occupations from the ’;p

Y

: l?hO census. }ﬁ

The social prestige of the occupations was rated 0%~

‘¢ellent, " "good i "average, somewhat below average,"‘and

)
Ia

"poor™ by a nationwide sample of 2,900 Americans. The five .

rating categories were assigned arbitrary weights and

.+s the sum of the products of the percent in each
category and the arbitrary weight then was divided
by five to yield an average score for each occupa-
.tion. The resulting score-thus has a theoretical
" maximum of 100 and ﬁ minimum of 20. 1In general,
 the 88 stimuli form ‘a nrogression, from a score of.
96 for U. 'S, Supreme Court justice to 33 for shoe-

shiner, with a substantial number of dusl scores (55).

Simpson and Simpson (62) have empiricallv tésted

" whether occupational nrestige is = valid medsure of an'
occupation's f(gctional importance. In a 1960 study, 21
social science graduate students rated the 90 North-Hatt




occupations'on the basis of"responsibiﬂ&ty, training,
.education, skill required in the occupation, and personal,
autonomy. The principal finding was that training,
_education, skill. and responsibility collectively accounted
for the great amount of variance in occupational orestige.
Simpsoh and Simpson thus concluded that their data were
consistent‘xith the functional thgory of stratification

because functional responsibility is a close estimatei

of functipnal importance. (62).

< If a person's rank in the'occupational'hierarchy ‘

determines his status in the social system, then occupa-
tional mobility 18 ‘& "wore snecific form of social mobility.
Occupational mobility can refer to any sort of changﬁ in

iy

~ the occupational hierarchy, either shifting from one: type
of - occupation to a different type pos sing equivale;t
prestige, or moving upward to a job possessing a hipher-
status,(more}functional to society) or downward to a job"

S ! .
* possessing a lower’status {less functional to society).

For si;plification, mostdempirical studies on .
occupational mobility classify occupations into three
broad categories of manual, non-manual, end farm. Lipset
and Bendix (u3) have assumed that moving from manual to
.non-manual-employment constitutes upward mobility among
males for the fOllOWlng reasons: 1) most male non-manual

occupations have more prestige then most manual occupations,

e ) '

(y277
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even skilled ones;Wé) amongzmales,'white—collar positions ‘
generally lead to higher incomes than manual‘emplg&ment; 3)
non-manusal nositions in general require more educatioh-than
" manual pOSitions;'and L4} holders of non-manual positions,
" even low-paid white-collar Jobs, are'more likely than
manual;workers to think.of themselves as members of the

b e

middle class. \ )
Writers have in‘general avolded stating whether the
movement of farmers into the other two categories, manual
and non-manual,.represents upward orkdownward.motility.
‘Lipset en ‘Bendix (u3).have ofiered the explanation‘that
farm families are of various'socio-economic levels and that
'their occupational classification is not as closelv
fcorrelated with socio-economic status as is the octupational
clfssification of the urban Dopulation. While the nrestige‘
of white—collar workers, as empirically measured on the
-North—Hatt scale, ranges approximately between 67 and 74,
, and”the prestige of skilled blue collar workers ranges
between 55 and 66, nrestige for farm workers touches all
levelsK For example, ‘a hired hand received a’ score-of 50,"
'a tenant farmer, 68, and a farm owner and operator,‘76.
Empirical studles on vertical mobility have almost

totally neglected women. From a practicsal standpoint data

~on women's careers 1is sketchy since womep only” differentially

ﬁngage.in the occupational world.g.Taylo%vstated that by
,'f . 4.”- ’ 7,
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. _ . | | ,
the 1960's more than 35 percent of American females over ™.

-1l were employed in the American labor market (69). One-~
" mthird of the merried womenllivingrwith their husbands were
employed o;tsidé of the homé; and 35 Percéhf of tﬂé women

with no cHildren undér age 18 were bmployed.

Theorists explsin the_status'df women in terms’ of

their husbands' positions in the occupational hierarchy.

Lenskil has stated: : ' ' .
... For the great majority of women, the rof% of wifs
and mother is the major source of rewards in adult:
years. Unlike male occupational roles, however, this
role is highly diversified, yielding rewards which
vary almost as greatly as the total spectrum of male
roles. This is only natural since the rewards
~accrulng to a housewife are determined largely by her
" husband's role., Hence, for purposes of analysis in

the frield of stratification, it would be far more
realistic if there were an e¥plicit distinction
between ths role of housewife married to & banker,
for examv£2¥\and housewlfe married o an unskilled

worker ([0).

. Since women share the benefits of their husbandsf

PR

” ‘status-roles, Lenski concluded that "the best opportunity

for upward mobility occurs during the period of courtship.

In the marriage market, the resources which .are .most
. ) . ' | . . J
relevant for women are quite different from Qppse_whiéh are ;
most relevant in the markets where men c‘o'i:;(pet.e.'z Lenski §
[ : . B i
:

believed that physical,appearanéé is of considerabie

’ importance, Its cdnsidgfable‘depéndénce on genetic ' -

determination 1ntroducés a certain randomizing elemqpt |

'1nto the picture, thereby stimulating verticel mobility.

3028
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Since mobility for women is less dependent on family
socio economic status and education than it is for men,*

Lenski suspected that the mobili%y ovportunitiee for
women are “somewhat greaten”ytham for men. To substantiate"
this- helief he cited the Detroit hrea Study of 1958 The

Detroit Study compared occupetions of males with the

’AoccupationSJof their fathers and the occupations of the

females' husbands with’thoee of:the femalee' fathereo
It was ﬂQund that 3u percent of’ the males and 34 percent
of the married females were mobile across the non-manual
Gersus manual and farm line. : | b\

Occupational and eocial etatue are aesociaLed with

many factors, Such as level of income, ‘consumption

'Qpatterne, level or'aspiration, family structure, community .._.

_compared to persons in nther claeses, ie the key to eocial

-

‘ reputation, enaG uee of leisure time, which taken together,

- constitute a style of life. Differences in life style,

which connote3~thelway people in- various classes live, &as

[

elaee dirferences. Upwardly eocially mobile individuale

can be expected to be oriented?foward middle-clase value

, . .
Some- of theee valuee are great stress on occupational

achievement,ihigh regard for education,.and high aspirations

for children. In a'statewide etudy of highwschool seniors,
SewelL Haller and Strauss concluded that there was 8

relationehip between occupational and educational aepiratione

it
pei
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\
for children-and parental occupational prestige
status (60). . ‘
© Lipset and Bendix (43) noted the effect that a

changé in occupationaligetting has on the life style of
an individual, They'observed that-white~collar workers
behave’ differently from small businessmen or skilled

workers, and when a manual worker moVes to a white-collar

a

¥ —
job he often feels and. acts as if: ' he has moved fron/oﬁeéynf,ﬂ

class to another .even though the prestige of his new
occupation mav be no greater than that of his o0ld- one.
In the same veln, Bauder and;Burchinal (3) recognized the
diffgrence injﬁife style between farmnand non-farm
‘on educatﬂon by fapm residents"'as the reason that farm-
migrant couples,to Des Moines had lower aspirations for
i .y ‘“their children's education than had - couples without farm
Ir\\e) f Dbackgrounds. o
- “In. summaqy, functlionalists theorize that'the,dirfer—

‘;i;' : - ential distribution of rewards and depriVations based on
,occupations must be true. Empiricists have shown that g
'oc?upations do indeed heve social reality, a "direct
}meaning for status positions. The movement of individuals
v upward through a hierarchy of positions is conspicuously
- emphasized in the tnaditional-American 1deology.' This

. movement often inVolvesthangﬁiin 1ifé“$tyle° ‘The next

’ ° : - R . 8

e L usd

residents. They cited the Miraditional lower value placed

)
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two sections in this chapter will discuss two major

patterns of occupational mobility.

\Inter-generatio al mobility

Most or the empirical studies of mohility have gilven
1 SN ' % . )
almost. exclusive sttent¥on to' "occupational mobihﬁty."o

A standard type of occupationa} mobility qtudy Ls the -
inter-generational tvne, which compares the status of a
member of a pdrticular generation with the status or a

a

am&mber of'the nreceding generation. Typically, the
;conbarison has been ‘between the highest occupational ,
attainment, of a father and the occupations of his son or’v///y
sons at some'pointiduring thelr careers. 'Comparisons may

be . of severalftybes? for~examp1e, comparisons may be

" between the "principal" job of the father and the job or

-

~his son et a certain age, or between the highest-status .
'job of the ﬂather and the Job of his son at a particular

,poinb in time° /

A central feature of most quantitative studles of

inter-generationa] mobility is “the mobility tabla. The

,

mobility table cross- classifies the father's occupation ' e

by his son's occunation, indicating the frequency of

movement-from-any position to any other nositionwin»the

- occupational structure, The frequency of coincidence of .

sons! occupat!!ﬁs with fathers' occunations is taken 88 the

e e e Beat e b A e § R it R ot o s
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| amount of‘mobility experienced by the nopu1ation.
Mobility tables uniformly show deviation from random
distribution, that is -sthey show that the filial status 1s
statistically and\rositively.dependent onnparental status
in varying degrees (29). Specifically, Rogoff has noted

g&gat one of the-recfirrent findings'in previous research on

.

-occupational nobility was that sons are more likely to
.enter their fatheris occupetion than any'other.single

occupation (52). , _ | B : o
Sons are 1igely to purSue”their”fathers' occupations'

by

‘under certain“conditions: (1) 1if the'fathers,are selﬂ-b
ehplbyed' (2) i-f the self’enployed fathers utilize Sube
-stantial capital in’ the pursuit of their occupations' )

'7(3) if entry into the father's occupation is regulated by .
1icensing, examinations, union control, apprenticeshiD or
otherwobstacles that are the parental status may aid the
son to. overcome' and (u) if the parental occupation
requires.apecial training or education (29)%

Quantitative studies of inter-generational mobllity -
do not always compare'a son's specific job to his fatner's

" specific Job. Other'comparisons made hetween the'genera—
tions are generasal occupational categorv to general
occupational category (such as manual to non—manual or

farm) and prestige 1eve1 to nrestige level. Even using*

these broader comparisons, there-is evidence ol strong.

-

033 - I - | 7
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connection between father and son in occupations' Com~-
munitv-focussed investigations of" social class, such as the ;
“” - ' studies published by w L. Warner and his associates, ..
implied that mobility was rare and class lines were firm.
Cultural determinists express grave doubts about the
ability of an individual to rise much above the occupational
"status level of his father. Lipset ‘and Bendix stated that &
ces If an 1hdividual comes from the working class, fie
o will typically receivA: 1ittle education or- vocational
L advice; while he attends school,, his job plans for the
o : ‘. future will bd vague and when he leaves school he ‘ig
11kely to take the first available job he carf find.
The poverty, lack of planning, end failure to explore
fully the available job opportunities that characterize
the working class famlily are handed down from genersa-
., tion to generation. ‘The same accumulation of factors,
" .which’in the, working class creates a series of
mounting disadvantages, works to the advantage of a
child coming from a wéll-to-do family (43).-
They thus concluded that the social status of perents and
the education of their children are closely related both
'S to the nature of the children's first JobS'and to the -
pattern of their later careers. |
Yet recent statistics have indicated that a large

najority of men are engagéd in occupations different from.

,:U - ’the occupations 01 their fathers.' In 1953 Rogoff (57) °
- ‘v noted that from oo to 75 percent of the population were

) ’ engagedvin occupations‘other than\those followed 'by their .
,;$ o >fathers.“ Shepconcluded that occupational_mobilitv.was |

more prevalent than occupational immobility orainheritance,

-

9
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that is, assuming the same job as one's father. More
'recently, the most comprehensive information on inter-.
,generatibnal occupational mobilitg of adult males in “the
United States was obtained in March of 19b2 as part of a
nationwide survey conducgfd by the United States Census
Bureau (7&) The data indicated a substantial amount of
OCCuputional shifting of adult males among 17 broad groups
of occupatidns (b){
| Writers generally“attribute father-son occupational :
'_differences to sccietal changes,:specifically to the
changing occupatignal distribution irom one generation to
‘the next. When - occupationa] distribution changes from
one generation to the next it is impossible for all sons:
to remain in the occuoaxional statuses of their fafhers.
Industrialization is the major cause of changes in
odpupational opportunity structure, according to most
writers.v Industrialiaation has_ been responsibie for in-
creasing occupational opportunitiesrin white—collariand
professional occupationsoand decreasrng availability_of
positions for-manualland for farm workers., After
industrialization has advanced, job'opportunities canvbef

expected to- stabilize., Ramsﬁy (5h4), for exampie, has
observed that the ‘more urbanized and industriali;edjfhe

a P

/

Anlace of residence, the-greater_was the similarity iIn the

~occupational distribution of fathers and sons. In term$.

¥
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of mobi]ity, then, the tendency is toward a higher rate of.
net occuoational mobility in localities where agriculture

and other non—industrial occunations predominate.
| The increasing degree of inter-generational mobility

il

- Tound among people living in or near rural: areas has been

o

obvious for several generations. About the.ﬁrrn of the
Z

century, a study of Minnesota farmers: by C. Zimmerman

_ showed ‘that while 85.5 percent oﬂ the farmers had farmer—.
'\

fathers, only 63. 7 percent or their ohildren had entered

vfarming st 18 years end older (68) Blau and Duncan (6) -

o

found that 1in 1962 apain 85 vercent of those who were

farmers were song of farmers, but only 16.1 percent of all )]

“ :
!

of the sons of farmers ‘and farm managers were engaged in

farmipg. - _ .

»
v

It should be stressed that inter-generational mobillty
s much greater for. those who leave the rural-areas than
‘for those who pemain. Scudder and Anderson (§9)fcompared
‘the mobility of migrants and non -migrants to the achieveu S
ment of their fathers in s small Kontucky community. |
They found that occupational inheritance was greater for

o8

the remgining than for the migrant sons, with .fewer of the

o’

migrants entering oocupations rated at’ the same prestige

level as those of their fathers. There vias a moderate

upward trend in mobility among the migrants as compared

-
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with their fathers, while a narked downward drift of , ’
g
mobility charactepized the non-migrant sons._

Intra~generatione} mobilitx

Occupational movement takes place not only between one
generation and the next, but from one time period to, another |
in the career'of an individual. ‘A few studies have dea1t
®with the mobility exoerienced by individuals during the
course of their 1ifetimes., In these: intra—generatlonal
studies, mobility is measured by pomparing the occupational
position of an individual at two or more points in time
during his occupational career. ‘ |

The few existing stndies which trace the careers of
individuals over time attest the suhstential aniount of
occupational shiftingfﬁithin the 1ife of one generatlon.
Blau and Duncan's analysis (6) of the 1962 natlon—wid
sample survey of occuoational nobility of United States;
men showed thst only 23.6 percent of thekmen had the same
occunation in which they begen their careers, Many who
had not changed were young men who had been 1n the 1abor'
force only a short time.

' Lipset and Bendii (43) found job mobilitj‘prevaient'
in their analysis of the work histories of a samnle of o
Oakland, California, middle status labor force a's of 19&9._

A large propoftion of the resoondents had worked in

1037
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different communities, in different kinds of occupations,
and at & number of different jobs. Shiftingv-rom one

occubation‘to_another'generally'occurred betwegen occupa¥

< tional oositions of similar status levels, thgt is, ‘within

manual or. non-manual occupatrons rather than etween them.

-

Rogoff (57) noted that career studies nenerally indicate,

N that no more - thdn 50 oercent of the population moves Put of
l ths occupational class in which'the first position was held.-ﬁ

Similarly, the Oakland labor-market study found that. the
first job is generallv an ercellent predictor of the . sub—

secuent career (MB) _ .. o
. i

Individuals 1n different occupational classes, .

uv’-

e however, show different deprees of mobility between
varying types of jobs. The high degree @{ movement of
those who began work 1in farm Jobs 1is an-bxcention to the

r . norm of stability across the broad occupational categories.

'_ﬁﬁg/j}qSorokin hypothesized that:
I ,

. ++. other conditions being equal...members of
+occupations which disavppesr shift more intensely than
members of occupations which develov and prosper... )
In a country vhere agriculture does not rapidly dis-
appear, the occupational mobility of those engaged in
agriculture is likely to be slow; in a country where
_agriculture dies out, the shifting of agriculturalists
to other occupations is likely to be high (68) SRS

a .

The decline in the number of farmers in our- soclety
has had %molications for the careers of rural peonle...Thel ‘ o

agricultural ladder{ on which a farm boy is first a non-paid
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1aborer on his father's farm, then a hired man, then a

L.

tenant, then operator of a- mortgaged farm; ano flnally a
farn owner, is becoming increasfngly difficult sto climb.
Rogers (56) noted that larger farms. require more. canital
to finance, that a 1onger life expectancy means most

farmers are not ready to retire when their sons are oldi

enough \po work full-time, snd that rising“ costs make it

more difficult to. enter farming without help.

-

’ If a rural young.man entering the\&\gor fo ce?Seeg

.. ) 5
little orospect for mobility in farming,the ca ‘bnter s Tow
“
level ;ob in the rural area or- migrate with prosoects of

imnroving ‘his mobility chances. Blau and Dunca (6) have

found a tendency for the rura1 migrants to stert at 1oiv-
B aad

. status manual occupations because they“are 1essiaware of

: , . - - S 1
white-collar .jobs than men reared In cities, and consequently

are not able to competefeffectively for_them."Lipset'(hz)
provided a similar erolanation for the 16w occuoafional P

1eve1s of the rural raised people in his sample of persons

“employed in the San Francisco Bay area. He conc;uded that

. i
the general lack of educational facilitles and the limited

. o¢cupational differentiation in rural areas reéstrict the
.rural youth's range of knowledge, thus resulting‘inhlow

“.levels of educational and occupational asnirations. * He

.

hyoothesized that low ievels of’ asojrat on. produced the low .

¢

lovels of achlevement observed over a time period.

s

o : G039 =




~ of upbringing. . S

A

Lipset (L2) suggestea'the‘following‘relationship

 between socisl mobility end commundty of orlentation:

v

" ¢ those who grow up in ‘small communities and remain in them
are the least-upwardly mobile,.while'th se who are

‘wTsocieliyed in metropolitan aress have the most. oooortunity

T = 3
. ~ .

for ‘upward mobilitv.i_ . ‘
‘The expaqpion in the - proportion of white—collar jqbs,

along wifh the declining prooortion of farmers sons, heas

resulted,in an increased rats of upward intra—generational'

mobility into whiteLc llar occupations, according to,

n'Lipeet and Bendix (L3). Rogers (56) noted that farm people

who leave the farm anGAMigrate to the city are fairly evenly

- distributed in both high ana low status urban occupations.

Althpueh they may have started in'loyelevei jobs, the
advantages exiSting in the non—rural labor market results
in higher achievement over the yearebfor mdgrants'than for

their'contemporaries whoyhave'remained in.their community

\
Sunmary '
-The nreceding review of the i1teratur? illustrates

the effeect of miaration out of rural areas on an individual'

. e

Dersonar sd justment and subsequent_occupational attainment.

Migrants have been‘found'to s%ffer-from feelings,of

insecurity, either intrinsic to their'psychological’nakewup-’

040
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or resulting from the rigors'of the migration eiperience.

. ’ v
et

-Accordingly, migration may be just one manifestation of the .
social isolation characterizing an individual or it may .be
in itself the ‘cause of feelin@s of social isolation which

[}

" can be overcome if the individual has had proper anticipa-

+

tory socialization. _ ,&f
| Other researchere who are not varticularly interested

in the social-psychological aspects of migration have found
that migrants out of rural areas differ from non-migrants

in their levels of career asoiration and awareness of |
opportunities outside of their locale. Some migrants hsad
not intended to leave home while they were vyet in high
school, but were forced outf%because of the lack of oppor-
tunities on the incre'asingl-'nechanized farms, the inability
to raise the capital ,t6 start in farming themselves, and

the inability to find a satisfying non—farming career in “
“the.rural area. - -

Regardless “of the motivation to leave their home
jcommunities, rural migranti\have achieved higher prestige
- ‘ . occupations than rural non- migrawé .. Lack of data in thg
present study prevents an examination of the findings that

migrants from rural areas do not achieve occupational

/} _ status levels as high as those achieved by urban natives.

In addition to the migrant non-migrant, comparisons,

i * the present study analyzes occupational mobility in its two
. e : . - R ’ ) r

-
-

r : L~

) L. ' ;' - l.»“ - . :
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comnlementary aspects, inter-generational mobilitv,
comparison of one's career with one's fathesz schievement,
‘and intra-generational, a look at the career /mobility |
of a' single individual over time. In an increasingly
industrialized soclety, rural origins ha;g speclial implica—_
tions for these two kinds of mobility.

There is almost perfect occupational inheritance
_tamong farmers, thet is, almost every farmer is the son of

a

a farmer. Not ~every farmer's son, however, has he
opportunité or desire to become a farmer,vso that occupa—
‘:tional inheritance is greater for the non—migrant than for
the miﬁrant sons.. With the declining prooortion of man-
power needed to. operate farms, shifting of agriculturalists
to other occupations and between occupational status levels
is high. While migrants from rural areas may enter -the
labor market at low-strata occupations, they tend to have
more occunational mobility over’ time than the rural

“4
non-migrants..

Specification of the vaotheses
The precedinR review of literature has shown that
migration nerformance is related to beckground fectors in
‘an individual's 1ife- situqtion and to his personality and
that in turn these factors affect his occupational achieve-

L~ a ‘

ment. The concent migration therefore is the central

1042
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distinguishing co:cept of each hyoothesis;.the relation-
ship between migration’performance and antecedent;social-}~
. psychological behavior will be examined in Gener%l' , |
- Hypothesis I. The relationship hetweentmiération perform—

ance and later mobility attitudes and occubationelﬂachieve—

Iy
) . . -

‘ments will Jbe examined in the remaining thotheses.
_ | The hypotheses are stated first in general form,

indicating the theoretical re1ationsh1o between concepts,
‘with emnirical subhypotheses specifying the Lelationship
: between ooerational measures. Ceneral hypotheses will be
acneoted or rejected on the basis of the results of the

testinp of the emnirical hvnotheses. e

N Social-psvchological behavior and migration performance‘

_‘General Hypothesis~£: An individual's migration

- ' ' performanceiis related to‘the nature-of his inter-

personal relstionships. : SN

The first hypothesis tests the compersaﬁory theory \\X'

which holds that feelings of insecurity charﬁcterize the

migrsnt from'his early childhood, end that migration 1is

only one manifestédtlion of his attempt to'compensate for }' .

feelings of réjection or inadequacy. It also tests the
ameliorative hypothesis which holds that a potentially

mobile porson will withdraw from his social milieu and
relate to\persons’whom he.,hones to emulate and toogroups

08
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vhich he as;ires todeoter; ”%ub—hypotheses 1end 2
specify the ﬁxnected isolation from orimarv familv'¥nd
identificainn with significant others which distinguished
migrants from non-migrgnts in 19&8 while they were all | '\
high school seniors. - | ‘

Sub-hyp;thesis 1l: Migrants from rural areas will

‘communicate about plans for theffuture less
frequently with their pesrents thean will non-
- migrants. | .

©

v Sub-gjnothesis%g::AMiprants froaA rural sreas will :

“seek advice concerning their future plsns more .

. » ) . o ~

often from persons other than family members
than will non-migrants.

General Hypothesis II. An individual's migrationg

performance‘is related to subsequent sociallisolation
~ and discontent. - o ‘
“If the higher aspigations and consequent achievement
;llevels of migrants areArelated to inabilify to form élose,;
intebpersonai relstions, then migrsnts can. be expected to
continue their petterns of striviné‘and to persistkin‘their
feelings of disoomfort after migration. If higrants do not,
odiffer intrinsioally in personality from non-migrants, they
may st1ll be expected, accor@inéﬂto the dissociative theory,

to feel'allenated in their new gituation es a result of the

disruptive ingreéientslof the migration experience°

]
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qub-hypotheses 3, |, and 5 svnecify the expected dissatis-k

faction with the. 1956 situation that chsracterizes
_ migrants. The next chapter of this thesis will eYnlain
* : why 1956 data weve utilized to determine post migration
ndications of social isolation and discontqnt ’

Sub—hypothesis 3: ‘Compared to non-migrants, 1

migrants will be 1ess active in formal

organizations.

_ Sub othesis lys Compared to non-migrants,
R > migrants will exXPress 1ess.sati;}acﬁion for
their plece of residence. _ o
Sub-hypothesfs‘q Compared to non-nigrants, *
migrants will eXpress less satisfaction for
their job. - o S y
. N ‘ ‘
‘ Mobility and migration o B - .

A man's economic chances are improved by his mobility, ¥

his not being rooted to his nlace of b1rth through psycho—

B
-

L)

(R

logical attachment or economic 1imitation but free %o ;

~
g,
»

o d leave 1t for better opportunities elsewhere. Migration
s ‘ is anféipression of his capqcitv to move. ' Both. the
psvchological maké—up of the miarent and his contact with
educational and occuoationa1 opportunities have been found
L to be related to his 1ater aschievement in life and to his &

later life style or social stetus,orientation.

o ke

Y Y
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General Hypothesis III: Migration porformence 1s
! » R
related to upward mobility. . L

i «

Q?behynotheses'é, 7, M3 8 feferfto specific .examples

a
-

@

of mobility:and thaptitudés characterizing moblle
fndividusls., Data from the 1967 survey .are utilized for

examining tnese- hynotheses. An individual's level of

_occuoational prestige has been found to be one of the most

imnortant indicators of status. The upwardly mobilé indie

o

vidual recognizes the impOrtangi\of continuing training for

his own occuostional advancemevéﬁ\hei has high asnirations

\

fér his children.
Sub-hynothesis 6: Mirrants will be engaged in:

4

higher prestige occunafions than will non migrants.

_Sub—hynothesis l ‘ After having established their

°

careers, qigrants will desire more additicnal

training than will non-migrants.

B [

~ Sub-hyvothesis Q: Migrants will have higher.

educatiocnal aspirations for their children than

L

~ will non-migrants. | - =

-

Intevr-generational mobility

A strong relationship exists'between the ocbup@fional
status of fathers”and the occupationel status of the
positions in which tHéir sons spnnd.xﬁé greater pé$t‘of

their'careers,’especially,amongﬁﬂdrmers and to & lesser

7 ‘ ,

noae




. will stert at low-level jobs, but a revie

' gains than non-migrants, as COmpared wit

examining the following hﬁpe%ﬁeses.

1 : : . . - Q

extent, rural populafion. Migretion out of rural areas,

where modt of the occupations concern farming, has special

1mportaﬁce;;on,mobility, since the migrants will enter non-

farﬁiﬁg ocoﬁpatioﬁs, different from their fatoersl.

=

&  Migrants 111—pfepabed to enter the irban labor market

ture suggests that mlgrants stert at higher 1eve1s than
non-migrants because of personal qualities, quperior
education, snd suoerior job opportunities outslde of their
home‘communities. Over time, iigrants make even preater
h their_fathers.
Soudiessheve shown that a relationship exisss between
migration'eod upward mobility in vocation levels as com-
pared to one'3~father. | o E | .

The 19&8 1956, and 1967 data are utilized in

General Hvbothesis Iv: Migration performance is

related bo inter-generational mobility.

Sub- hypothesls 9 Compared to nen- migrants,

miprants Wwill show 1ess occupational inherltance.

Sub-hvpothesis 10‘ Compared to non- migrants,

o miyrants will enter the labor force at a higher
(more positive or 1ess negative) prestige level

?elative'to their fathers'.

w of the litera-




Intra—genevational mobility

':their contact with more high status jobs.

. _
Migration has been found to be selective of those

-who are. better prepared for occupational success either

v

'thropgh educatioh\<:§ socio-economic status or through

bersonal qusYities. \The high degree of assoclgtion among

mobility indicators of diffenent kinds is snecified in

bsub—hypothesis 13. Although rural migrants to ‘cities tend

" to occupy relétively low positions in the urban octupa-

tional hierarchy, they tend. to experience a greater degree

of mobility as comnaved to rural non-migrants because of

']

The 1956 and 1967 data are utilized in examining the .

following hypotheses..
General Hypothesis V: Migration pepformsnce"is e

related to intra—generational mobility.
Sub—hypothesis 1l: Mipgrants will achieve a

greater increase in orestige over their first
e

>:jobs than will non-migrants,

'Sub—hyoothesis lg;. Migrants will 1ncreaseutheir

occupational prestige at a faster rate than will
non-migrants.

Sub—hYnothesis‘l;: Migrants will change jobs

more Treauently then will non-migrants during

their years in the labor force.

«
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METHGDS'AND PROCEDURES |

The first section of this chapter is devoted to an
_iexplanation of the d;ta-gathering process. Next is a
discussion of the measurement techniques used for the
.enumeration and analysis-of the. maior vaniables, migration
performance and upward mobility. The}third section presents
the measurement techniques for the jﬁriebles e;enined:in
relation to migration performance. "The finsl section

de§cribes the statistical techniques used in testing the

hypotheses.

9

Gathering the Datd

The research design in this thesis necaessarily is a
longitudinal study tracing occupational careers over a
nineteen year_period of time. The benchmark study was ; //,
_ conoucted in 19h8fwhen‘the_respondents were seniors in |
'eight rural high\schools in Hamilton County, Iowa, and in
‘the Story City, Iowa, ﬁigh.School. At that time there were ,
17l seniors attending the nin@ high schools. All students
'present on the day that the investigator visited ths
various schools.filled out schedules. A total of 157'(90
percent) responded to the 1ndividual questionnaires on -
background characteristics, migration intentions, educa -
tional and occupational aspirations, and attitudes

toward farming. - e

N
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Data concerning migration intentions were analyzed and

reported hy Bohlen in 1948 (7). A follow-up study of the
/ .

FERITTRVEIRE T 5. T RIS AR et &

benchmark sample was.conducted'in 1956 and again in 1967.

e

In the l956 study- data were obtained from'1§2 of the initial

e respondents. .(?wo of the 19,8 respondents were deceased andd
'three did not wish to answer an additional questiOnnaire.)

2 '_% - Eighty-seven percent of the respondents were interviewed

) personally. For the thirteen percent of the respondents

who. could not be interviewed personallv, a special modifica--

T Wk v & L am

tion of the interview schedule was prepared for mailing.
Hildahl (33) completed analysis of the second phase of data
in 1961 looking at the actual migration performance of h
the 1948 seniors.. S - )
In 1967 a second follox-up study was conducted Data
~ for the 1967 study were gathered by malled questionnaire,
| 'except for ten.schedules_which were gathered”by personal
interview. There were 1Ll questionnaires comoleted in:the
\ - .‘l§67 restudy. (Onecrespondent was deceased and seven did
| «\not wish to continue participation tn thé study.) Data
obtained in the follow—up studiles concerned occupational
and educational attainments, nigration Derformance
occupational and educptional aspirations for their children,A

L

“and a series of questions about the Iowa Area Vocational

Schools., o ' o

el
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When the studénts werelériginaliy ;nﬁérﬁiewéd in 1948, )v;
Hamilton County was rural in nature and one of the richest

agricultural counties in the Midwest, with most of its

eCOnomy‘ﬁased on the production ¢f corn and livestock.

°
N

Hamilton County was selected for research by the Division

‘of Farm Population and Rural Life of the U. S. Department

\of’Agriculture in cOOperation'withvvarious iand-grant

' cblleges and universities. The data from the Hamilton 

' ‘Gounty study were analyzed and”réportea by“Jehlik and

akeley (36) in 1949, and Bohlen (7) reported some of the
prieliminary analysis in 1948. . |

= ' L
Jehlik and Wakeley characterized Hamilton County:

' Ninety-seven percent of the county area.is in
farg land and the soil 1s very fertile. The landscape
! 1s/%%pica11y that of gently rolling ‘prairie.  Some’ of
Y the terrain requlres artificiel drsinage. General .
| farming, with corn the main crop, is combined with the
\raising and feeding of hogs, beef, cattle, and other.
\livestock. ' R
) Normal length of the growing sesson is 146 days.
Rainfall averages 30 inches snd temperature 47 degrees.
{inters are generally cold and windbreaks are :
lecessary to protect the stock... - T
' In 1940, the 2161 farms averaged 166 dcres in’
Y size... About one-fourth were less than 100 acres, and
" one-half betwesen 100 and 200 acres. Fewer than one
+ percent were over 500 acres. ' .
Mechanization is highly developed. Almost all
farmers have tradvtors and three of every five farm-
‘steads are electrified. Small grain is combined and
most of the corn is vpicked by |mechanical plckers.>. Hays

. " are handled with mechanized equipment. Wide use of

machinery has affected both farm and household work.
~__As 8 result new sets of skills, technlques, and
I attitudes among the young and old have developed. = ™~
The population consisted of descendents of old-
line Americans: Scendinesvians, Germans, and other

[
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north Europeens who came to Hamilton County<;>@m states

L " farther east. The amalgsmation of these people on this

o : very, productive 1and has resulted in the development ;

o o of communities typicel of the,Coin,Belt. o

‘ ' The farmers have succeeded 1n schieving a rela-

tively high level of living. They occupy a rich land,
and except in periods of scute economic depression,
they find profitable markets for .their farm products.
Only 12 other counties in Iowa have a higher rural-
farm living index. ® The families live in subatantial -
homes, have adequate food and clothes, sent their
children to secondary schools, belong to numerous
organizations, .and maintain an active contact with the

outside world... _ ~ ‘ - :
A steady amalgemation of nationalities has mini-

o . mized the old-time class and status differences due  to °,

. ahcestry and church connections. ‘The Norweglans - ‘
cover a8 large part of the gsouth~east corner, the Germans

 tend to be rather numerous in the Kamrar community . '
near the center, some Irish are found along the north-
east edge of the;county, and some families of French-
extraction are located in the north-west corner-of .

~ the county"(Bé).' | .

: . - Story City,miqéated directly south of Hamilton County,

| was substituted when the officipls of Webster City High

'é - School refused to participate in the study. It helped

.pr6v1de‘a sufficieﬁt number of,ﬁespondéntg td;}nsure that

f | the sample was large eﬁ%ﬁgh to analyze statistically. The
agrdnomic, économié, and sociological make-up of Stbry City

was similar to thet of the Hamilton County towns, so 1its

_incluéion digd not'distort the original resegrch design.

For the present thesis, the sample,sizd~1s,11mited to

i the 14b réspondants who completed questionnaires’ at all .

three of the interview periods -- 1948, 1956, and 1967.

H002
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Nigration Performance . ; -

- 3

Migration performance is the central variable Qf this

h‘sis, tested for its re1ationship with socio-psychological

aracteristicq and to. upward occupational mobilitv.' Both-

f

ohlen and Hildahl in their theses concerning digration

was outside the boundaries of the community of his 19&8
residence. Community social and economic boundaries as

delineated by Jehlik and Vakeley (36) were used aS\fhe o

./‘.' basis Ior differentiating migrants from nOn-migraﬁts.‘

Q &
These boundaries correspond .to schodl district boundaries.

Subsequent studies on the data have used the same criteria

for distfﬁguishing the concept "community.

~

In the present thesis, however, the operationai defini«

tion of mipration has been broadened to include a wider

~

geogranhic area. A migrant is defined as any individual
_who was not living in his original township or Jin a
contiguous township at the endiof a magor phase of the

Va
LN

study. ‘A non-migrant is any indiVLdual who does not
qualify as a migrant, Geographic criteria were used to

define migrent because of the need to distinguish

EN

individuals who were most Jikelv, through geograohic

Gd
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- take advantage of extra educational and occupational

ot : ’ ) . - '
.b( e e, - N

who may have constit ted their reference group.
Many of the migrants in the studies cited above had
moved to an adjoining township and may havé identified with

new economic centers, but in actuality, may have moved Jﬂst .

- o [

several miles end retained the social contacts, values,
[

and norms learned in their original socialvoystem. ‘Migration¥.9

is a relative concept° an ndividual is a migrant if he
moves out of his parental home.‘ The»purpose of’this thesis

is to distinguish those resoondents who migrated substantial

'distances tq allow them to form new social contacts and to

S .

_-opportunities from those respondents who,may have been_
psychologicallf,feducationaliy, or occupgtionally dependent ~
- on the respurces near thelir high‘school.gpmmunity.
Since'resﬂ?dies‘were»made in 1956 and 1967, any
'individuallcanibe.classified as a migrant or a non-migrant
‘for each of those periodsi The 1956~and‘1967 c1assifica—f

tions forrany particular respondent do not necessarily ' i

agree. For example, a person vho was a migrant in 1956

acco"ding to the above operational definition, may have
been a non—migrant by 1967 if he had returned to a township
contiguous to his 1918 community. Evaminaﬁion of data in

Table 1 indicatesvghat the majority of respondents were

ol
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-eithér migrants or non-migrants for both time periods:
only about a fifth ‘of the respondents had a dLfferent v
| migration status in 1967 from that which they had in 1956

. Tablerl. Respondentsf 195Q?and 1967Hmigration status

1967’m1grants . 1967 non-migrants
Number Percent Number ~Percent Total

195§‘migrant ' L 519 : 7" o 5%‘ . 81

1956 non-migrant. 23 d6% - up_ ~ 28% 63
Total "9'7' - 67% 11"%7 33% . 1L

According to Table 1, 11ttle more than half of the -
sample (7h) were migrants at both periods of time. Almost-
30 percent Wwere non-'nigrants in both 1956 ‘and 1967. The
number of 1956 migrants who came'back by 1967 was less than
10 percent but one—third of the respondents who had not
migrated by 1956 left between 1956 and 1967. ‘

Of the variables examined in relationship to migration
performance, those testing the social-psychological theories
use the 1956 migration status~of the respondents. The
elght-year interim between the original study and the’ second

'phase was considered long enough to rermit respondents to
- »reach an,oconpational status and geographical location frde

Y
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from temporary intervening influences such as military
service "and college education, but not so long that the
individual could have overcome completely the possible
disrupting effects ofi;he migration experience. ‘

The migration status at the end of the 1967 phase was -
used in testing the relationship between migration perform-
ance and-upward mobility. It is presumed thet by 1967 a
respondent had adjusted to any possible-temporsry effects
of migration and thatvmobilfty could be examined without‘

| i
the interference of intervening variables.

R A

Upwerd Mobility |
The concept "upward mobility" is the major dependent ////(
variable examined in this thegis. Of the three major

operational indicatorw of social status, namely, income,

<
T T I

: o education, and the prestige ‘of an occupation in a° social
structure, occupstional prestige is used in this thegsds

* as the basis of determining mobility. - The operational .

WK R e ALECAT CWCL &

measure of occupational prestige is based on the National
1

b Opinion Research Center (NORC) study of national opinion

of a comprehensive list of occupations (32, 55).

Ranked on a continuum, the scores of the 88 occup&tions
A form g skeletal prestige framework withiqxwhich any unrated
i ~occupation can be placed. In 11961 Bauder and Burchinal (3)
'intérpolated scores for approximately 40O additional '

occupations.' They tested the degree.of  correspondence of.

1056
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5 theforiéinal North-Hatt scores and a random semple of 183
b of the 400 interpoiations with .the opiniens of 'a random
' sample of Des Moines population. Correlation coefficients

of scores, produced by asking Des Moines residents the same

Tresw T Te £ix Troa

questions as‘were asked in the original North—Hatt studv,

© wr o

were +O.973 for occupations included. in the origina1 worth—
Hatt study and +0, 84l for the interpolated scores. In

1968 approximately 225 additional interpolations were
completed, using the opinions of a group oY prof6331ona1 |

: Sociologists at Iowa State Unlversity. a

- The original NORC ratings by North and ‘Hatt and the

later interpolations were used to rate the.1948\ occupations

of the fathers of the respondents, and to rete t

“’__.»—

occupations and the 1956 and 1967 occupations of \the

< respondents thgméelves.l Occupééional prestige is a more
useful indic&£or of social mobility in this thes;s‘than

\

are education &nd incone because of: ,

le .The longitudinal research design. In making a
9,

comparison .between one generation and a successive one,

it is difficult to find a sing e criterion that will serve

as a basis of comparison. 3lau and Duncan (6) praised the -

high order oﬂ.temporal stability-of occupational prestige *
—_— | B .
1mhe- original North—Hatt scores and the interpolationsbn

are presented in the Appendix. '

[N
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’ I'd
ratings in view of the generally rising level of educa-
tional attainment and the major changes in the value of the
‘dollar over the years. Hodge, Siegal and Rossi (3l) found
“a +0. 99 correlation between prestige scores derived from
a 1947 North-Hatt study and a 1963 revlication of that
study.  They “econcluded that very few changes in occupational
'prestige ratings have occurred 1n the sixteen-year period.
2. The large number of farmers in the study. For

certain occupations, a.rating based upon socio-economic
variables such as income and education would be meaningless
'and biased. Real incoms of farmers is probably higher 1n
vrelation to. their cash income than is true of urban workers,

making income compgrisons difficult. Education levels for

farmers may be lower than those of the general non-farming

population. The North-Hatt scale indicates that the oublic

Dgenerally accords the farming occupation higher prestige
than would be strictly warranted on the basis of its income
and educationai level, making it comparable to other

- occupations. q'
3. Availability of data. The occupations of ‘the
respondents, their fathers, and in the cese of the female
respondents, of their husbands, are known. Information,
however, on income and education of the fathers and of the..

female respondents' husbands is lacking, and 1t is incom- '

plete on the male respondents.
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SR ~ Variables Examined with“Migra&ion Performence.
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o Antecedent social-psycthological bshavior

The following two independent variables, frequency

1
'é o of communication with parents and advice-deeking outside of,
family, are considered indicative- of the respondents' degree
S ~ of integration into thein own femilies or-identification
| with non-femily reference groups in 1948, beforekmigfation;

. The communication end advice-seeking actually pertain to

AT RS & 3Tt
T T TR

FRCLI

discussion of pians for theifuture\\hzt was felt that how :

a‘rospondont dealt with & topic of s serious a natpre as

choosing an occupational role would be a good indicator of

“his closeness to hisrfamily and of his primary reference ;
|
1

group'orientation,

o Communication witg parents Communication with

"paronts refors to the froquency with which the. respondent, j
while he was in high school, discussed his'futune plans
mith his parents. This variable i1s based on the question
in the 19&8‘séhedu1e, "ﬁavo you discussed plans for your - %
future with your-parents freguently, infrequcntly,'0r not
at a11?" For analysis, those who communicated infrequently.

i:or ngt at all were classified as having poor communication,
and those who communicated frequently were classifiod as "‘A -%

‘ hgving good communication. The classification of the sample | |

7

by communication with parents is given in’Table 2.
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Table 2. Respondents' 1948 communication with parsnts

av

o

Communicetion with perents ’i .. Number Fercent
Frequently | ' 90 . 62.5
'Infrequently" : ' . L8 33.3
Not at all | : 6 | k.2

Totel | 7 mE T

4 oy

'Advice-gseeking outside of familx_ Advice-seeking

refers to whether the respondent, while in high school,
discussed his future plsns more often with persons other -
than family members or with family members, The question,
they.answered in 1948 was, "To whom have you gone for most
of your advice on occupation?" For analeis, those who
sald they went most often to parents, relatives; or boy“
or girl friend or fiance were considered to_be'femily-'
oriented. Those who saild they went most often to teachers
or to professional people. were consldered to be oriented °
: tonprofessional reference groups. Those who sgid they*®
"sought advice most ofgzg\from none were excluded from this

portion\gf the study. The classification of the sdmple by

sdvice-seeking outside of family 1s given in Table 3.




Table 3. Respondents! 1948 advice~seeking

To. whom fér advice - Number PercentA
Teachers 7 L.
Professional people - ) 2 1.k
Reiativé “ N v 6 | h.é‘
.Parent' o o o 95 ‘1 66.0
Girl friend, boy friend, fience 2 1.
‘No one - ' | 19 13.2
No response - . ' 13 . 9.0

- -Totai. ; _'i Inh 100.0

-
7 a

'}Post-migration behavior and attitudes

The preceding variables considered interversonsal

relationships of the reapondents while they ‘were seniors

Ry

“in high school.” The next group of variables includes

, those which are considered to be either indiéative.of“

1

behavior or attitudes resulting from the migration exper-

ience or associated with upward mobility. Participation
in commﬁhity activities, residence satisfaction and job '

- satisfaction were considered indicative of attitudes per-~

taining in 1956 when the migrant may have been affected by
the uprooting nature of migraticn; desire for additional

training for themselves and aspirations for their chilaren
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were considered indicative of attitudes that may.have'

persisted in 1967 after the migrants had adjusted to their

o

new environment. / // |

Participation in community activities Participation

in‘community‘aCtivities refers to the degree to which the

| respondent in 1956 joined and took part in formal organiza-
tions, as judged by the question; "How would you rankA
yeurself as'to activity in organizations?" _For analysis,
participation.in community activities was classified into
dichotomized categories of actively participating, including
very, fairiy,'and moderately active, and non-participating,
ineluding hardly ever narticipating or nOt belonging to any
organizations. Table U gives the number of respondents

in each category. - BN

»
$

Table .. Respondents!' 1956 participation in community

’ : activities <

Participation

'Percent

‘ Number
Actively participating o ’SQ . Lho.3
Non-narticipating 4 éh r.58.31
No response o 2 ) 1.
Total B VY I 100.0

1062

&
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, Residence satisfaction Residence satisfaction

o | refers to'whether‘or not the respondent in 1956 was living
//’/ l in the place he mentioned‘when‘asked;."lf‘you could live
. anywhere in the world that you wanted where would you like
to live?" If,the‘;espondent was'residing in the place he
,‘mentioned,'he was' considered to be satisfied with his
residence; if the respondent named’a place not curpently
his rasidence, he was considered dissatisfied with his
current reslidence. The degree of specificity of the answer
was not considered, only its congruence with the respondent's'
~aspiration. For example, a*respondentrl'ving in Story City.

.could have chosen”“Story city," "lowa,"'or "the United

‘States" as the place where he would m st 1ike to live and
hsve been considered satisfied. 1In actuality, most

,.respondents replied with a name of a specific town,

county, or state. Table 5 gives the respondents' 1956

-
At . wobe

residence satisfaction. ’ ."' ’ , ' \\\

FrapT e e

: - Table 5. Respondents' 1956 residence satisfaction

s

Satisfaction - | Number Percent
. 'Living in desired place 76 52.8
'}Net living ih desired vlace _ ‘66 : 5.9
“No response : 2 | Gl«h
Total’ ' | ‘TEE 100.0

1063
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Job satisfaction Job satisfaction refers to whether

o ikl

or not the reépondents in41956 waslactual}y workihg at the

L job mentionsd when asked, "If you could work aﬁ anonccupé- A

. tipnbyou wished what would you be déing?” If thelbespondent
mentioned ﬁhe'job for which he was training, he.was exéluded\

| from this part of ths stuéy. _Tﬁe male respondents and the W

unmarried~fema1es were rated according to the congruency of

W R W

fheir full-time'occupation with their desired one.  The

married females were rated according'to more inclusive __

criteria, If a married female was not in the labor force
‘and said that she would most likéAto‘be'a houseﬁife, she -
was considered satiéfied; if she worked at eitherAd full—
or p;nt-time‘job and mentioned eithef hef job or hoﬁsewife,
she also was‘con$1dered satisfied with her occupation. A

' married female respondent was considered dissatisfied with'

SPLIN R FPTLOE 4

.her occupation only if she mentioned an occupation in which
she was not currently engaged. Whether she 1nterp&eted

"occupation" as a specific .occupatidnal title or as her
v e . | o

7T SART Y LTIV AP S

~role as wife 1is hotvpertinent to thishstudy; only that the

respondent expressed satisfaction for her current éctivity.

B LT -

Table 6 gives the numbers found for the different responses.

; ' Desire for additional training The desire for

additibnal training refers to whether or not . the respondent

in 1967 still aspired.to improve‘his educational prepépatfoh

) , /
a8 Judged by the question, "Is there any specisl training

Y

5064
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Table 6. Respondents! 1956 job satisfaction

62

o

2

\ -

Number.
Working at desired occupation , 83
|, Not working at desired occupatibn‘ ®5S.
No ahéﬁer or not abplicable' | | 6
Toﬁal | IEE .

Satisfaction |

Y

R |

Percent

i
ri
b
e
ot
\ ’

S

\

that you would like to begin now?" The answers were
‘easily dichotomized acconding to the "yes" or "no"

{.respaﬁse, and Table 7 shows the number giving éach‘anSWe';

Table 7. Respondents!' 1967 desire for additional training

[

h

-

Desire moré training Number Percent
Yes ./ | us 31.2
~ No 93 . 6.6
| Nd answér ‘ 6 .2
‘Total pinng 1060 « -
- -
~Aspirations for children Asbira#ions‘for cﬁiidren
refers ts the amdunt‘of education the.ﬁespbndénfs wishéq.
"How "

their children to have. In 1967 they wére asked,

™




much education would you 1ike your children to hav

63

R
E . s

eq"

They had to indicate, separately for sons and daughters,

the highest level of education desirable, choosing among

Agrade school "high school, junior college, college or

university, business school, vocational school, or otherg-

- For analysis, aspirations for children were dichotomized

into college, referring to the category colle e or univer~

sity, amd ther, referring to all other choides. The
majority of the "other" choices actually referred to
or vocational schools. Only four respondents

school as the highest aspiration for their

, children.\‘Tables 8 and 9 give:the respondents’ ‘choices.,’

Additional testing The aspirations for,sons,and

danghters were examined separately. An intervening

variable and important methodological oonsideration is

,the fact that many of the non—migrarts but practically

none of the migrants were farmers, and that farmers may
have lower levels of educational aSpirations for their
chfldren (3). 'In order to control any bias assoclated

with farming,'farmers and non-farmers will be re-examined

separately;

NO66
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Table 8. RespOndents' 1967 educational aspiratioﬁs for~
their daughters .

: . AI, . y - . ‘Mx'{g)v ~ .
‘Aspiration ' ’ ' Number - ' Percent
 College ) S 786A | 59.7
other | . . 2% it
'."No'réSponse"r not applidable_ 33 ;_l:v 22;9
Total o | | hann - T00.0
: - . 8! . . ’

-~

Lol hd

Table 9. ‘Respondents' 1967 educational aspirations for.
. thelr sons

.‘_“)_, c. 7 c ' ’ . . . ‘. N ’ ) ‘ . . ' - \ .
- ' Aspiration S Number: Pergent =
| Gieee o ew. 63

fequnse or not applicaoié B "36 - - 25,0

-~

Total - | - I 160.0

-~
~

a2

Post-migration mobilitz ‘ _jg'

[

Status of father's occupation in 19&8, status of
respondent'S'first job, of respondent's 1956 Job, and of .
respondent's 1967 job, are presti variables, which,.
when - compared, provide a measure of mobility.~ infbrmétion

'concerning the jobs}wagotaken from each of the threse

BN
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' refers to the first full time job taken

R N ) tn

, considars shift in job or occupation but does not

¥ ) ‘t\‘ B

B questionnaires, the jobs were ranked according to the

. Respondent's first joéﬁ\ Respono

graduation or after many years of ad¢ itional

.. 'Rate oT mobility : The rate oi mobility

the total number of full- time Jobs held divided

number of’ years in the labor force. | This operat
definition is similar to the ooerational defini

rate of mobility Lipset and Bendix (u3) used n ﬁheirj

Oakland Mobility Study. -The authors determined a perso].

characteristic pattern of mobility by ascertaining the
ffrequency with which he changed from job to job, 'shif ed
from one occupation to another, or-moved from one co
to another._ The rate of individual mobility was co puted
by dividing the number of changes the person made

number,of years in the thor force. The present hesiS'

consider/

‘ v

changes or community in figuring the - rate of mobility. . In .
‘_the present thesis, a promotion within a single company

f/was counted a difrerent job insofar as the respondent

listed a different occupational title. Retaining the same

g
oée upational title and changing employer was also'considered

-
.

. a cﬁange.. & tenant farmer who later’acquired*the farm was

*

o 9. . . -
. . L. ' /




~considered to have a single job; only if he actually ;\//~

changed farms was a,rermer considered to Rave made a job

change. The number of years in the labor force included
only years actively employed and-disregarded time spent
in the military oriin any type of educationalror preparatory’
institution. The number of years in the labor-force;ranged
from 10 to 19 for the respondents. 'For:sinplification,

all females and the two career military men were excluded

™

from this measure.

ooy :
‘Rate of Increase in occupational prestige Rate of

\
B ‘ © o . ©» . i . - . . ] %
. g ~ increass in‘occupational prestige refers to the difference

, , . L
? . ’ . ]
In prestige hetween. the °1967 and the 1956 jobs. The females ' ’

- were again excluded because so’'few of them worked during S

° ‘this time period.

Occupational inheritance - Occupational inheritance | C

refers to the correspondence of the status of the respond—' | j

entts 1967 occupation with the status of his father's : . é

occupation. An identical status score does not imply that

e . father and son were in the same-occupation. A father may
'have been a tenant farmer with arscorebof 68, while his

] .'son may be a bookkeeper, also with a score of 68. . | _ i

g °

,Methodological considerations in measuring mobility .

That individuals who begin at a high‘level have 1ess

opportunity for upwerd mobil‘ty than those who begin low

~ . L o

iﬁ)OG@
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is an obvious point, but one with important methodoldgical
implications. Since previous'analyses of thisosample have .
found nq statistically significant relationship'bétween
parental socio-economic status and respondent's migration

performance (79), the migrents do not begin with less

]

‘probability of increessing their status than do the non-~

-

migrants.

.Another'methodological consideration is the dispro=-

o

‘portionate number of non-migrants involved in a very l' -

specific occupation, farming. A review of the'literature-
has indicated that almost every farmer is the son of a
farmer,'so the.non-migrants ‘'would be expected to retain

: V
the occupational prestige score of their fathers to & a

significantly greater-degree than tne migrants, who witﬁ?,

the exception of' three males, entered occupations other

than farming. In addition, farmers can .be- expected to have
a particularly low rate of mobility since moving up the
a?ricultural ladder usually involves association with a
single farm.and is ccunted as.a'single job. Similarly, ®

because many of the farmers in the study entered the labor

force a3 farm hands, a particularly low-reted joby they

. can be expectedito rise higher in prestige than those
.involved;ip nonefarming_occupations. To observe the effect
the occupation farming might have hed on the mobility of

the non-mipgrants, the hypotheses dealing with occupational

. 70
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inheritance, mobility rates, and rise iﬁﬂpreétige over

first Job will be ¥e-examined oxcluding farmers.

A third methodologiﬁal problem affecting the mobility
v riable is the large number of respondents who were only
briefly or marginally involved in the labor force, the
mar led females, In the‘inter-generational comparisons,
the ipat job of all the females -who enteredAtha labor force
on a Pull-time basis is cdmpared to thérl9h8 occdpation of
their fathers. The females were excluded from the inter-'
‘éenerational cdmparison at later points, ‘howsver, The vast
_majority of the females had dropped out of the labor force,
"by 1956, .and by 1967 almost every one was married. Once f'
'a‘redale respondent had'maréied, it is essumed that she.
:tdok'on the status of her husband's occupation, rsgafdleSguv
. of her preparation and commitment to the labor force. For
inter-generational comparison, it was felt advisable to
‘compare daughters as well as sons to their fathers, but not
to com?ape aons-in-law.to theirhfathers&in-law.ﬂ Fdr
simplification; all of tﬁe wdhen‘were excluded froft the lsb,
inter-generational comparisons for 1956 and 1967, when the .
‘maJOrity of them had ma”ried.
The femala°respondents were not‘exFluded,vh0wever,

. ffoh an intra-generational comparisoﬂ; qomparing—the
respondant?slfifst joﬁ_tovhis or her 1967 job status. For'

‘this compsrison, the 1967 occupaﬁign of the female's

.

| o7l
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. | -
husband was‘compare§ to the'starting o¢cupgtion of the
fomalo respondent herself. Such e comparison wasicoh~'
sidered appropriaté because it was felt that since the
occupational prestige of the husband determinés_the_staéus

of & wife, & typical means of upward socisl mobility for

a woman is through merriage.

[e]

‘Statistical Analysis
The stetistical methods used in this thesis are the
stendard ones discussed by Snedecor and Cochran (67). ,

Each hypothes;s makes ‘a comparisdh between migrants and

non-ﬁigrants on some particuiar iariable}- Many of the

variables are qualitgtive, that.is; they are in the form

of dichotomies, -such as satisfaction or di'ésa,tisfa?ion
with community of residence or frequent or ihfrequent
communication with parents. Other variables are in a

quentified’ form with numericeal ﬁalues. Examples of the

‘latter are the rate of mobllity or the North-Hatt

occupational prestige scores, .

In the testing of the qualitative:vapiables, the
chi-séuafé test hés:been used. Evary sugh tgst is
characteriéed by a 2 x 2 table of the form

o a b g+ 5“

c a c + d_

a + ¢ b +:d. ]“ N=a+b+c+d

Wi7e
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" The chi-~square used 1 thejchi-sqnare corrected for.

continuity: < : -
| 2 = N( pad-bel - IN)Z .
(at+b)(c+d)(atc)(b+d)

| o It was found that the chiésq&are uncOrnected fcr continuity
was nct always a close approximation to the corrected |
value, In such’a 2 x 2 table there 1s one degreé'of
| - frcedom. In- orden to have a significant rejection of the
£ L _null hypothesis at the % percent level, a ;52 value
a greater than 3.8L 13 required. A ch value ‘greater than
3.8l may correspond to a’'significant agreement with,on
contradiction,qf the hypothesis under consideration and -
'thus of the theory it represents.
- In the case of numerical variabies, Student's t-test
is used to 1ook for significant differences in the means

for the migrants and the non-migrants. The formulas for

. the t-test used are the followirg:

. . L . _ . b . ' ) ?
. S 52 = (n1=1)sy + (n,-1)85 L
‘ ) (nl + n2 - 2)

Significant rejection of the null hvpothesis hasg been taxen

3 to conrespond to en qbsclute value of t largser fhan that for

3073
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the S pércent level, which depends upon the number of

_degrees of freedom. Again either significant agreement

with or contradiction of the sub-hypothesis will be

wobserved and taksn intvo conuideration.

For one hypothesis, a comparison of the male respond-
ents! 1967 occupational prestige with their fathers' 1948

occupational prestige, a full regression and correlation

'analysis has .been made. If the rsspondents' 1967 occupa-

tional prestige is denoted by Y (mean Y)'and the fathers"

1948 occupational prestige is denoted by X (mean X}, the

regression line of Yon X is ¥ - ¥ = (X - X). The value
of b, X, ¥, and other quantities including the correlation

coefficient ryx will be presented in the findings, and

' Student's t function will be ussd'to test for significant

differences of slope b_between'migrénts and non-migrants,

in the manner described by Snedecor and Cochran (67,

Chapter 6).

G074
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

_ Introdﬁction
The relationships between migration and antecedent
socio-psychological dimensions, migration and subsequent
I ‘sociofpsychological gehavior, and migration and upward o
motility are presented in this chepter. "The general
) b'hypotheses and the sub-hypotheses are stated in the general
' form with accompanying null hypotheses stated inlthe
empirical form. The significance lgvel for all of the

tests 1s .05. "Tests are two-tailed thet is, results of

" either significant‘&greement or significant disagreement,

. inverse relationships, are noticed. Results for, all of

e - 2 - rr -

.the hypotheses are oresented in the tables. In genenal tne

'total’numbef of responses in any given table will be less

i than lhh, the number of respondents in- the studv, because

.. data were not available for all respondents on each variable.
’ Findings c0nstitute a direct test of the sub-~hypotheses.
Aéditional analyses are added to explain differences in |
the Pindings that may stem f*om inclusion of the farmers in
the sample.,- The sub-hypothesis dealing with respondents’
educationel aspirations for their children will be tested
sevarately for'farmers and for non_fermens. Other sub- |

hypotheses will be re-examined excluding farmers, for

xample, those dealing with prestige 1evel of first job

~
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. depepdenéé on fathers' occupational prestige, and rate of

mobility. By comparing the difference found When the
Samnle contained farmers to that'found when it did not,

inferences will be drawn concerning the impact of farmérs

on that particular hyvothesis. . -

: ' —e
Social Behavior Characteristics and Migratlion Performance
The first major relationship to be examined is botween

migration and social behavior, specifically, antecedent

interpersonal relationships~and subséquent feelings of

satisfaztion. The first general hypothesis is based on a

review of selected literature which indicated that before

"migration an individual will either be isolated ‘from his_

" femily or in the process of withdrawing from it and identi-

fying with those whom he hopes to e@ulate.'vThe second
general hypothesis is based on findings which indicate. that

after migration an 1nd1v1d%%; will either continue to be

dissatisfied with his situatfdn and isolated from others,

on as a result oflieing,upfooted, will become isoiated. In

@

both of these general hypotheses,'migration status is that

of the vsspondénts in 1956 in order to take into account

-

any temporary disruptive‘effects of the migrapion experience{~

General Hypothesis l:' An individusl's migration. per-
- formance is related.to the nature of his interpersonal

relationdhips.
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Sub-hypothesis 1: Migrants from rural aress will

communicate about plans for the future less

- frequently witid their parents than will non- N\,

4
-

migrants..

Null hygbthesis: There is-no’signifiéant
différence between migrants and non-migrants
o  1in the fré;;éycy of communieation Vi th o

‘ parents concernlng plans for the futur-eo

14

Findings are repprted in Table 10.. ; . e

3 N
o <
Table 10. Friauencv of conmunication with parents and

_ migration performance. o ,

LY

S

-

» ) . i e \ ‘ v . .
‘1956 migration  Frequent ~,”§Infrequent
‘status . coﬁﬁﬁhiggtiono communication Total

9

Migrants - B ¢ R 2l 81
~ Non-migrants o 33 : '.' 30% . 63
Total 30 . B L

955 = .16, d.Ff. = 1 (.05 level = 3.8l)

*1argér théﬁ.the expected value

- The chi -square velue of .16 is significant at ths

.05 1eve1. The null hypothesis that no significant

~difference exists between migrants and non—migrants‘in'the"

// S =
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»

"freouency of communication with their parents concerning

pians for the future is rejected._ The hypothesis that

"migrants communicate less frequently with their parents

" concerning plans for the future is not supoorted however, -

(4

for an inverse relationship has been found. higrgnts
. ST : - s .

oommunicate more frequently than non-migrants with their

parents concerniyg pleans for the future.

Sub-hypothesis 2: Migrants from rural areas will

seek advice concerning their future plans more
often from persons other “than family members than

B ’ ‘{" ) ‘
will'non-migrantss\

LNull~hypothesis‘ There is no significant-

difference between the migrants and non-

. migrants in choosing poople othﬁr than
farily members in 19&8 for discussion of
plans for the fﬁture.
Findings are reported in Table 11. .
The chi-squaro value of 2 41 is not significant at

the .05 level. .The null hypothesis that there is no

.~signi£icant difference between migrants and non?migrants
in choosing people other than'family members in 1948 for

discussion of plans for the future cannot be regected

anmination of the data in Table 11 indicates that migrants

%are more likely to seek advice from persons other than

family members while non- migrants arewlikely to seek advice -

n\;

a q

e s

b ek e s o & e
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Table 11. Advice seeking from non- lamily members and
' migration performance ’ g

[

v o ) /"‘ ) ;
1956 migration Femily  Non-family'
status , - . members - members Total"
Migrants | ' 58 . 8% . 66
Non-migrants o \ uS% 1 L6

/
/
/

Totsal ° 103 ST 112

%g = 20“-1’ dofo = 1 (OOS level/é 3‘8,4') k'

'»;ri_iL;;ﬁlarger“than the expected Valqg

from members of the family. This finding is not at a
'statistically significant level, however. °
On .the basis of the testing of sub-hypotheses 1 and

Lo 2; General Hypothesis I is not supported.

J'biscussien

=7

General Hypothesis I,.baseqlon a review of literature
~deallng with soéial—nsycholoéical correlates of migration,
snecified that ‘an individuel's migration performance would”

. be related ‘to - the nature of his interpersonal re1ationships.
:Examination of Sub-hypothesis 1 did not confirm the com-' |
- pensatory findings of Ellis (Zu), Martinson (47), &and Warner

end Abepglen (76) thgt itndividuals who migrated from their'

home communities were more estranged from their nuclear

S
¢ N

) w . . . . ’ ’
AN — R . - ) y
‘ L .
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family then individuals®who reriained behind. The result of

its,testing did confirm the contention of Fllis and Lane

(27) that before mobility occurs, those who will migrate

eare no less able to form intimate social relationships than
are those who will not miarate. Sub-hypothesis 2 reinforced

Sub-hyoothesis l in implyinp that, migrants felt separated

from their Tamily group and turned to others for advice.

"It also advanced the ameliorative theory which contends

that 1T the upwa"dly mobile or the migrant individual has

~glven up the identity derived from his faﬁilv and has

identified with referenCe groups whose ways he has not yet

assimilated he will not be adversely affected by mogility.

Although Sub- hynothesis 2 indicated that migrants sought
advice from non-family members to a greater degree than

did non-migrants, it was nat accepted

’General Hypothesis II' An individual's migratlon |

performance is, related to subsequent social isolation

~and discontent

Sub-hypothesis 3: Compared to non—ﬁigrants,

mligrants will be less active in formal

organizations.

Null hypothesis: There is no significant’

dirference between migrants and non—mizrants

&,

‘in their degree of activity in rormal

organizations invl956.




e

[4
T

Findings are mresented in Table 12,

l

Tableila. Participation in orpanizetions angd mipration'
' performance

L.
i

Acti#eiy i " Non-

. 1 56 migration
. tus _ participating’ participating 10ta1
'.Migrants _ o ~3b’ 504 780
.Non—migrantsf‘ , ' 28+ o 3 62

‘Total

712~056 df.-—l(OSlevel-38h)

-

#larger than expecced value ) S .

T — -
The chi ~-square value of 0, Sé is not significant et"
the .05 1eve1. The nu11 hypothesis that no significant
| difference exists between migrante,and non-migrants in
their-degreegpfvactiviﬁy.in?fcrnel organizatione‘in‘1956’:
cannot be rejected. Data in~$éﬁle 12 4nfiicate that '
“mig"ants narticipate in fewer formal organizationo than

non-migrants, but not at a statistically significant level.

Sub-hypothesis b

Compared %o non- -nigrr'anus

'

migrants will express less satisfaction for their’

N

“place of residence.

éjii)&%i'
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v . -

Null hypothesis: There is no significant

difference between migrants and non-migrants

in satisfaction for their 1956 nlsce of

' residence. ' o
Findings are Dresented in Table 13

+

Tab1e713kﬂ Satisfaction for residence and migraéion o,
. performance C :

1956 migrationv

| © status g Satisfied  Dissatisfied 'Totai'
R Migrants - o - 3}> o ﬁ?* 19
£ F,Non~migrantsv o 39 ;v ’ 2h' . ;663
Total - T T

R .
KE = 2.62, a.r. =1 (.05 level = 3.81)

Py - o

*lorger then the expected value

‘The chi- -square level of 2.62 is .not significant at
the .Oq level. The null hypothesis that there is rio

significant difference betyeen migrents and non-migrants

in satisfaction for theirf19§6 blace of residence cannot
‘be rejected. Data in Table 13 indicate that migrants are'
iless satisfied than non- migrants with their placeé of -

|
i
i
o
} residehce, but not at a ststistically significant level.
3 | . o . S
}
!
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Sub-hynothesis 5: Compared to.non-migrants,

L]

migranﬁs will express less satisfaction.for_

their job.. .. | . o

z - - v

Null hypothesis: There is no significant

difference between mighénts end non-migrants -

in their ‘satisfaction for their . 1956 Job,

Findings are reported in Table 1. : o - o

.

o u

Table 1. Satisfaction for job and migration performance'

)
.

5 .

-

1956 migration =

status ' Satisfied Dyssatisfied - Total
Migrantsv : v Ve ' 3i o 77 a
. Non-migrants. - o f36_,‘ e - 25% b 761’ . :".
Total - . & . .56+ 138

, :OQ ' .
7&2 =0,01, d.f..= 1 (. 95 lovel = 3, Bh) -

%1arger ‘than the exnected velue " o

&

) . e

W = e, L
- ) | . .

n

B The chi-square 1eve1 of O Ol 1s not significant at

“the - .05 1eve1 “The® nullohvpothesis that, there is no

+

significanf difference between migrants 9nd\ggg\TE§£iits

- in their satisfaction for their 1956 job cannot be A° N

0 4

/ . , . .
rejected ’ i - v T : Y

@ .

. R
« =" . . . ‘
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»

E . . ) . 4 @
3 "~ On the basis of %he testipg of Sub-wpo_theses 3, L,

o

end 5,'Generai Hypothesis II is not supported. .

-3

Discussioh

i General'Hypothesis II, which predicted.that an

individual's migration performance was related to sub-

< rwrTa.

<

sequent social i&olation and discontent, was a measure of
: , e _ .

| the dissociative hynothesis;:kProponents‘onJHis theofy . | g

such as Sonokin (88) and Ellis and Lane (26) observed the

disruotiVe effe#

¢
mebllity oneaf‘7ndividua1. Examination of the three sub-ﬁa °

hyootheses rejected the notion that the mobile individual . N

g .of geographic mobility on social

‘was not well- integrated into groups comprising his new
socio-economic milieu and that he was’ unattached.to ’
anything or anybody. . .. ‘ . )

. : o Migration and Upwardeobility r. L - o

’ ©

] o The second major rélationship to be examined {s that .
betueen migrafion and. 1ater unward mobility, 8sS indicated ' §

by ocoupational prestige; _The third’ general hypothesiq is ?é

based on a'review of .selected literatureAwhichuindicated.

thaty migrants from rural areas will have access to more ' o
. . i . ,

educational and occuoqﬁionbl bpoortunitieﬁ than will the
. ) - . N . K . R o ) . ‘ {/ .,

S SR non—miprantS, over”tiﬂe'will enjoy hiEheP oocupational S

R T

SN prostige‘ and will more firmly esmouse middle class values o

o : '3* such es the importance of education for themsélves and for
: . rY



; their.children; The contributions of possible inherent
differences in the migrants' secial- psychologicel behavior
that affect occupational success hawe been noted. ‘

-G eral Hypothesis IV soecifies greater mobility a _' ¢ -
migrant, as comnared to a non-migrant, will have over his
father. General Hypothesis Vv specifies the greater occupa-.
tlonal mobility characterizing the career of a migrant as

v

compnared with that of a non -migrant. In. all of these

\/ / - <

general, hypotheses, “the. migration status 1s that character- ,7%
: -
izing the respon@ent 1n l95l\\

General Hvoothesis III' Nigretion performance is

NS

;T ’ related to upward mobilitv,

- 'Sub~hvpofhesis 6: QNigrants will be’ engaged, 11

P higher prestige occupations than will non migrants.

Null hypothesis' There is no significant

y CL e .;” _difference ‘between migrants and nonnmigrants
.'; o ‘v ,:: ~inm the North-Hatt prestige scores of their°
_iéi T - 1967 occupations._‘ A -' ) ‘ .‘ v
‘a' “The findings ane renorted 1n Table 15, | )
r ..?O‘f oo The calculated t value of 1. 10 1is not \ynificapt at - )

T the'.OS level The null hypothesis that\there 1s no
v sipnificant difference between miprsnts and non miprants

in the North-Hatt prestige scares of their 1967 occupations

. N
. * cannot be rejectéd Txamination of the datn in Table l&llﬁ /
rDo - 10 )
. indicates that migrants are engared,in higher prestige
. e '. N . ‘ . N -~ . s ] ,
t . ' {«\xs X . : ‘ o /
Nv@. ’ ' { [ ° ?
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o

Teble 15.
" psrformance

©

-

Mean 1967 occupational eﬁeetige by migration

5"

1967 migration

Pfestiég Score

performance Number. Average Variance
. Migrants 96 73.073 . 56.716
Non-migrants ! L7 '71.?u5f‘ - 51.538 —f{"
. Total 03 - - - S
t = 1.02{ d.f. = 141 (.05 level = 1.98) . - :

8

*

T
»
=&

\ -

j’ t é .0518V61-

.

'occupations than'nonemigrants, but not to a stetist;eélly

T,

significant ‘degree. . - »
‘ Sub—hypothesis 1

After having established their

T o

careers, migrants -will desire more additicnal
fraininp than will non-migrants.

Null hypothesis' There is no sigpificant

¢ difference between migrants and non- migrants

, in their de51re for additional train;ng

7 ~in 1967. .
The'findings.are reoe;ﬁed“in Table 16%
‘ The'chi-squepe value of 2.61 is not Siénificaht~at

s o

The null hypothesis that there 1s no

ey

A o el vt 2s 8 & o e et e s
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Table 16. Desire Tor additional training and migration
performance . L _

© - ’

1967 migration: Additional -~ No addltional

status - training = - training vTotal
| ‘ _‘ desired'GD . desired .
Migrant | : 35 58 - "93
ANOn;migrant. la- . By . ‘
. Total s | 93 M'ﬁ'ﬁ

;5752 261 df.-l(oS level = 3811)

[*1arger than the expected value

-

” ’ . . v

rejected. Although the data ip 'Féhle 16 indicate that a

greater proportion of the migrants than the non-migrants

”desired additionel training, the results are not at a

statistically significant level. '

-

/
K " Sub-h pothesis B8: Migrants will have hlgher !

i
educational aspiratiOns for their children than

will non migrantsb - :\ _ 2- )
Kan Null hypothesis Ax - There 1is/no significant
difference between migrants and non=- migrants‘
w» ' regarding’the desire for college educauign

LI

of their sons.

Findings fon the sons are reported in Tdbles 17, 18,éand 19;‘

X,
~J'
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Table 17. College asnirations for sons and migretion
: performance

~

1967 migration status ,College - Other Total

Migrant . | 70k . L 7l
' Non-migrant » ' 2 - 10% 3L
: /. . R

Total " K 1L 108 ./
- 7&2 9.87] 4.f. =1 (. 05 level = 3 8ly)

#larger than the expected value
k

L4

1

The chi-square value of 9.87 is significant at the

T

Oq-level.> The null hypothesis +hat there is no significant

o

e 'ivdifference between migrants and non- migrants in their
. collegn aspirations for their sons- is rejected The

hypothesis that miprants have hipher aspirations than

non—migraﬁts for their sons 1s :supported.

Additional findings - o S ‘“ WF*% / N / ' i

o /
g . . lable 18 presents findings for the non farmers only,

while Table 19 presents findings for the farners only. "0 ’ ‘.;: é

‘square value of 9. h3 fcr the . ngn farming o . rf”

respondents is i§mificant at the'.OS level, whlle the o o

/ pa . chi-souﬁre value f O. 32 ?erfthe farming réspondents is

/ not significant}at he ,05 level. | ST | . |
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“Table 18, Non-~farmers' college aspirations for sons and
o "migration performance -
1967 migration status  College Other - Total
| Migrants ' v 59 _ 3 - 62
~ Non-migrants : 11 S T
Total | 70 9 79
.752 9 43, defe = 1 (05 Yevel = 3,84)
#larper than the expected value .
Table-19. . Farmérs! collepge aﬁuiraﬁions for sons' and
. migraetion performance p
: A - *
/ . ) ’ ) ‘ 0‘ e /

. ~ 1967 migration status : College Other. " Total L
Migrants R S L 1. 12 | .
Non-migrants - Y13 Cohe 17

e
i - e i : LW )
22 =0.32, d.f. =1 (.05 level = 3.68L) . | S |
’ v ) . / s ' h b
#larger than the expected value ® / . .
: -
- - gt “\.,‘-! | ’ X .
o a1l hvpiheqi's B: There is“"bo:‘isigznifioant ' ///
. , ) _
ifference between mggrgﬁtﬂ anﬁ ‘non- miyrants . -
r@rarding the ﬂesire for- college edacgtion T
- ;i:flgath: v
e | R
Lo use
. ‘ . w oo L
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_of their daughters.
Findings’for the daughters are‘reported in Tables 20,

21, and\éé., ‘ L X,

Table 20:4 College aspirations for dauqhters and migration
performance . _ _ ,

. «
i

o

lQé?‘migration stﬁius ~ College Other . Total

Migrants : _ ' . 55w . l3 »n. 68 -
Non-migrants - . -+ 31 12 143
Total B | ., 86 25 11

K2 = 0.2, d.f. =1 (.05 Tevel = 3. 81)
/ ' .
#larper than the/ékpected value

-
’ s
. /
[N . .

‘The chi-square value of 0,72 is not signfficant at

the .05 level. The null hynothesis that there 1s no /

7%significant difference bet fgrants andinpnrmigrdntsivm,mu

.regﬁrding the desire for college education for their

daughters cannot be rejected Although deta in Table 20
indicate that migrants have hipher educational aspirations
for their daughters than have non- miprants,‘the results

&

are not/ntﬁ_stetisticallyxsignifiﬁgny/Ievel. B

N

IR a0 L S :
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Additional findings L e

© A'GPX

Table 21 nresents thegfinding° for the non- farmers_

onlv, while Table 22 nresents the findinps for the
farmers only.
Q N : !
N Table 21. Non—farmers' college aspirations for daughters
S and migration performance .

1967 migration status  College  Other  Total

1 = . N - - . .
. Migrents , _ . L6 10 56 o
Non-migrants S 11 8 19

S ; _— St —_
] ~ 'Total . | 57 8 75 -

§

7«2 3.3L, duf. =1 (. 05 Tevel = 3.84) - . o
*larger than the expected value ’ S . g

;e * N ) ' g

0 : . f‘b B ‘

Table 22, Farmers' college asuirations for daughters and S ;
Ao migration performance . N , [

“\¢ " | ) | _ \ L /x’ //:.'. _n‘. " . é

: -/ k N %

/ 1967 mi%ration status College ,, Other - Total ;

| ”1ﬁrants/ ) L 9w . 12 f
. Vs } . . ;o . . " .. \;
MOﬂ-migrants S "J_ 20%. o - -24, g

BTy
|

Toygi - o R 29

; .
C » - v
3 . , . . /
. y " < - » /
- » , . . R . ) A
. -

| 252 .02 a.r. =1 ( 05 level = 3.84)

. *larger than the expe#ted Vslue P . . X A “%

BT 7 = : /’ — : ; — ) . /J ;

\ . P - - . ) - (3«,;\ - . - - ' I ,‘ j

1'_ w ./ I o

E S Cxa o S - R

o 91 A SRR
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The chi- square value of 3. Bh for the non- farming

(:&” v, respondents 1is not significant at the .05 levef The chi-:
Square value of 0.02 Jor the farming respondents is not
significant at the .05 level. : ' . | _ o

On the basis of the testing of Sub-hypotheéses 6‘and _'

7,‘Genera1‘HyBothesis ITI is not supported; -:On the-bgéis.

- of testing éub-hypothesis'd;for sons, General Hypothesis

" III is sunoorted. It 1s not supnorted, however, on the

" basis of testiné Sub-hypothesis~8’for daughters.

. / o . ' » : < -
Piscussion © ° . : '

General Hypothesis 11T, which predicted that migration

performance was relsted to upward mobility, tested in its

R

. - several sub-hypotheses, certain indicators of upwanﬂ
sooial;mobility.' Exeminatioh of Suﬁ—hypothesiﬁ 6 did not
/' ‘'support findings of, Scudder and Anderson (59), Lipset, and

‘Bendix (u3), and Blau and Duncsn (6), which indicsated that
J.u Lo o migrants would be engaged in higher prestige oGCUpations

7 ; '

b then would non-migrants““*The“igbT‘KVQP&QG‘?PGSti?9«3£-§~‘;77 =
.“b o f ? the migrants wa% 73 O?,_only slightly higher thean S

N N 71.77 prestige average for the non- migrants.' Examinatétn
of Suoqhybothesis 7 did not confirm the eipectation that
fﬂrants would more often desire additional’ training for

o o themselves7than would nongmiarants after their care@rs

. a - . 7 -
. : : . g >

. wWere eStablisifd , : ,/ﬂ'

0

L)
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 Examination of Sub-hypothesis 8 resulted in partial out
not compiete supmort for the proposition that migrarts will -
have hipher educational aspirations for their children than_
will non-migrants.> Findings were separated for‘sons and
daughters and for farmers and non-farmers, vThevpropoSition
that migrants uill have higher educational aspirations for

their sons then will | non- migrants is supported at a statis—

'tically significant level when the population does/not con-

tain»farmers; 1t i1s also supported for farmers, but not at a

significant 1evel. ?or the7combined sample, the chi-square
. , - , .

[*]

value is.again statistically significant, apparentiy because

the number of'non-farmers, 79, is/much_larger than the numoer'

@

of farmers, 29. The proposition that migrants will have

higher educational aspirations for,their dsughters than will
. . . §$ . .

InOnamigrants 1s not supported at a signiffcant"ieVel regarde

-~
less of whether the m1grants are farmers or not

L3

5 Table 23 summarizes from iables 17 through 22 the
difference in educa®ional asplrat}on levels for sons and
dauphters of the migrants and non- migrants, with farmers and’

non- farmers viewed together and separatelv. Since all but

is Jus

asnirations for their children than have non- migrants. This

~1s supvorted for non- farmens at a very hiph level of signifl-.

'cancelj;ut the results for Tarmers ‘are, 1ess certain. ‘,/'

o

;// : . ) 7
» N »
T J . . A .
N . ‘., .

.

one\Eh\ry in the table are. 1arger than O. S, and the exception:
pelow 0.5, migrants apnear to have higher ﬁducational .

!

/’ -» | ’ ’ ) . | " ,D' /,



Table 23. Probability that migrants will have hiéher” e
' educational aspirations for their childpen /ﬁ( .
“then will non=-migrants g

7z

ETON o . \ ’ :
— . - _\
Respondent : - . ~Sons Daughters
- Non~farmers A o .99+ . .97
Farmers N : o - 71 A5
Totsl R - 99+ W79

-

The probability given. 18 1 - %—o( , where & id the (two—

tailled) probability of finding a chi-square value gréater

than that computed in Tab1;§ 17 through 22, the null
hyvothesis being in each cege that there 1s no difference R
between migrants and non—migrants. }

. 7
4 5

3 T “
/ o
. - -

4

- . et

;f . s Generai'HVpothesis IV: Migration oe}formance is

related to inter- generational mobiIity. ’ /
| ' /

Sub»hypothe51s 9: ¢ompared to non—migrants,

migrants w111 show 1ess occupational inheritance.
[
) Null hvpothesiﬁ As . ?here will be no

signlficant difference between mi rants and
non-migrants in- the de?endence of their
1967 occupational status on their fathers' 'f(a
1948 occupatidnal statuq,/thatqis,‘therev‘
[ | ‘.’ '+ will be no significant éifference beuween o 4
. _ ‘their regresSion coefficients. . / :_ o

‘ Findings for Null hypothesis A are reoorted in Tdble I TIRPRN ;-
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Table'2u. Denendence of son's occupationgl status in
T 1967 (Y¥) on father's occunationel status in

0
\

For all malesy,

™

the,hull-hvnofheqis cannot be'fejected.

K

_ Por_ the ﬁdn-rarmers'odly,

the null nynothesis is rejected'

1948 (X) | T
Migration : North-Hatt Scores' Regr. = °
- status Number Me'ans . St. dev. _ Coeff.
» Y ' X Y X~ > b
All males | 60/ Do~
| Migqénts 33 72.82§ 68.03 7.80 " 6.72 0,315
Mon-migrants 27 72.69 - 7Tl.11 6:07 9.15 ;0.293 )
For the slopes, t = 0.50, d.f. =_58 (.05 level = 2.00) . o
A1l hpﬁﬁfarme£§ 39 “§ﬁ | ‘
Mieranfs 31 - 72.52  67.77 8.12 ,6.897 0.310 /
L "Non—ﬁiprents | 8 '65.25V 65.50 6.34 1u.42 0.689 /
Tor the slques, t = 2;72,}d;f. = 37 (.05 level = 2;53)

a .

Lheve is a slyniticant differen e between migrénts and

nonmmiprants 1n the dependence of their 1907 occupational
B

'status on their Iathers'

 lous occupational.statuses.

vThe_~

i \_:hhyno$hesis is not supdorted
: e
contradicted

) 'a' wad S ’
”°m

A
' . °

~

R

however,‘but significantly

denendent on theer fathers',19u6 occunatlonal prestige

-

4
The nrestlge of the migrants is significantly

statuses than is that for,the hon mlgrants.

PN % -2 e ;
- 2 A . . . - . >
ﬂ@ . ‘ L y . » . . " f‘ . o - M - 4\&1; . \ﬁ‘:j & ‘? N v i
. - ! ° L . * . : a3 ’ A
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, 'Null hypothesis B: Thera will e no '
. . ‘Anv—%. . .
- o _ - significant difference between migrants
" gnd non-migrants in'the correlation .
‘_" h - i coeificient of’ respOndent‘s 1967 ‘Horth-
. R s Hatt prestige score and iather's 19&6
: ) e | North-Hatt: prestiqe.score.
. ;o ~ o . . o
Findings for‘Null.hypothesis B are reported in Table 25. .
. . . C -~ - -\ : .d T " ’ N 4
,f , ~ Table 25. Correlation coefficients for respondents 1967 }‘
prestige compared to fathers!' 19,8 prestige
‘// .' - - - . § —— — = g
Number r (calc.) r (.05 level) oigniti->
o | | o ' et cent?
ol Ai};naies ‘ ) 60 - RS D o
S  Migrants ‘ 33 271 / 3l CNo .o
. . ’ h . A . '
. Non»migrants .27 Coolltl .381 Yes
‘ _.All non - farmers 39
{ . Migrants ‘31 263 0 w355 [ Xo
' “"Non-migrants. o8 '-ﬂéOB’ ' 632 , No 2
v s oo . . o, N
{/ ' ! . “ v » R 7 . ’
, v - b ‘ S /
; : ’ - S o : |
The corre&ation coefficients are a11 positive. There
i .
~1s only one Eignificant association, that is, the association e L
' betweon non-migrants 1967 orestigo and fathers' 19u8
prestige. 3 S e
‘ . [ -
, @
. A h ]
. . ! *

: . . S . ) ST ' .. N ° ) -
—anart O u" . .. v i ’ . (/‘ - |/ P Y T ‘ ”"/



'ZSub-hypothcsis 10' Compared to non-migrants,

migrants will enter “the labor force at a higher

l -
(more,nositive ‘or 1ess negative) prestige_levelA , .

s ) .. pelstive to their fatherg'."

e . | ’ Null hyvothesis:. There will be . no signifi-

LY

h { ~ cant difference between the North-Hatt

Y : occunational Drestige scores of ‘migrants!'.

=y . ] . N . . . . . - . "'\
; : and non-migranysl first.jobs and their

fathers' Nor th Hatt occuvational prestige '
= _‘v -scores;-;-
‘& . ' The findings are_reported.in Table 26.
o

¥, ! ' A |
i . . - {

Table 26. lNean difference bptween nresb%_@ of ?éqnondents' o
o : frrst job and fathers' 1948 occupggional prestlge
by mipration nerlovmance

e;*w ) 1
- + - o
1967(m1grationistatus - | Number Mean Variance
o0 g

, Mirrants _86 1+ =5.791 146.458 .

§ . . I ‘
:3 _Non-mikrants B SRS . =1l4,098 135.886

£ - . L _ — ' '

: AN

= 3,66, G.f..= 125 (005“';51 = 1.98)

» all -

The calcutated t value of 3.66 1s signlffjeant at.the

ok

.05 level. The null hynoﬁhe is thst no signigicant

-difierence exlsts betwe®n. thg ronth—Hatt;occupational s Lo _ E

,o®
.
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- prestige scores of miprants'.and non-migrants' firet JQbS

P T e > o L
. .
. -
-3
’
»

e and their fathera' horth—Hatt -occupational - prestige scores

Y.

:g is rejected. The hvpothesis that compared to non—niprants,
migrants will ‘enter the 1abor force at a higher prestige
":‘%mcubefiqn relative to their fathers' is accepted.
h On the basis of" the testlng of Sub-hypothesis 9,
Ceneral Hypothesis IV' was not supnorted. »On the. besis

-

supporbed. -

~

e Disctission

? . by Scudder'and &ndereon'(59)q Thé tWo specific sub-

’\l9u8 occupationnl prestipFe. .

An ex7mination oéxSﬁb hypo%?esis'

A confradiction of Fub-hypothesis'Q was‘the £4inding that for

r-3

the non-farmeps only, the prestire of the migrants wis ) .

§ , , o ) . 7, - . . . . a

N S

of festing Sub-hynothesis 10 General Hypothesis IV was -

related to inter-generationsal mcbility, was based on iindihgs

(43




o

sipnificantly more dependent on their fathers' prestige
;than was)the prestige of the non- migrants, that is, the

megression coefficient was significantly 1arger. ‘A o

‘=~ correlation analysis testing the relstionship of the 1967

occupational prestipe’of the male resoondents on their
fathers'! 1948 prestige agaln found that the only. significant
correlation was that of the non=migrants, 1nc1uoing all of ’ﬂ/

- the Parmers to their fathers! occupational prestige. _ / /

-

ﬁince the non-farmers were analyzed 'separately without ]//
¥ /

;o
[

significant{results, the inclusion of farmers seems.to //

affect thefresults, Discrenancy. in results ‘because of hJ
3 . [

“inclusion’'of farmers may have been due to. e high pronortion
of farmers among»the non—miprents who had exactly the saﬁe

North-ﬁntt score for 1967 .that their farmer fathers had/
Tor 1948. , ‘” < I /
Sub-hypothesis 10 proposed that compared to nOnwvj,v’f o

| Liprants, %igrants would enter the labor force at a hiéner_i
(more positive or less nepative) nre:iigeboccupation

i

relative to their fathers. Both groups began tqeir /

occupational careers at lower prestige. iobs than their
4 i :
Jathers had, an expected s:tuation,‘since the fathers’had

worked for apnrqximately 30 ysars. The'miqrsnts' first

jobs, however,/averaged onlv 5.79 points lower on the

-

™~
North-Hatt schle’ than their fathers' mature jobs, whille p |
: - ! 3

o . . . o




e

]
!
i
;

. . ~
° . - . . -

the non—miprants' firsb Jobs averaped 1 lO“ﬁointé-V_u,

1ower than thgir fathers' 19,8 jobs._ -

A possible,exnlanation for the hig

o - . . ‘
becone 1"ar'mer's worked the first year after

graduation as farm hands, a job rated on th

igh school
Noréh-Hatt
'30q1e as 50, much 1ower than the averape of 69 8.

»Peneral Hypothesis V- Mipration perﬂormance is

related to intrafgenerational mobility.

‘Sub-hypothesis 11: Migrantskwiil chieve'e ~
greater increase in prestige over their first
jens than will non—migrents. . ‘

- vNull nypothesis, There is'no ignifieant

difference in the increase in North—Hatt

3

ce . prestige scores for migrants and~nonhm1grents

- from their first job to their 1967. job.

f a ) °
.- .

'The findinps are p“esented in Table 27.

\ The calcu]ated t value of 3.20 is sipnificent et the

05 1eve] » The nuil hynothesjs that no sipniiicanu ‘.

*difference exists in"the ipcrease in North—Hntt nresti,

\_-'

i, -

o v ] o

. )
s o A% . . o A
. .
. °
- -,
- - . n \
: : )
PR .

‘
I
t
i
i
|
%9

s&?rting point -,

e e




3%“‘Table?2?; Mean, difference between occupatidnal nrestl
- of 1967 job 'and of Tirst job by;migration
performance

,&‘ -

o . . . . > . "‘ Co
1967 migratizn status Number  Mean . . Variance.

1

—~7

Migrant . - . 87  8.701 . 118.331
f Non-migrant "~: T3 15.140 ° h_IZ§?§06.
" Total | L 155 | '

i1
e

t = 3,20, d.f. = 128 {05 level" ﬁ 1.

— - P
- RN
W}
. v .
e - N N
K . o L | . P

- scores for’ migrants and nnn migrnnts from their first 1ob

L .

xto theip 19%7 job is- rejected The hypothesis is not

‘accented however, but s significantly contradicued.,

_invepse nropositioq.gan be accebted’ non- miprants will\

ot . )

g achieve 8 preater in&rease 1n nrestige over their first

Jobs-pban will;miprante.

t

Additidnal finding ?.

[

Qecausé ef the 1arge numher of non—migrants who

-

- )

‘started fheir careers as farm hands, a low preQuige

s

occupation, the hvnothesis was tested egein excluding

7

efermers. TheJresults ‘of the re—testing are presented .in

' i -
A o . N

Weble 28

The calculated t velue of 0.66 is not sirnificanc

at the ,0531eve1. The nulllhypotheeis that,no_signiflcamt

R e A e Th iR AT A A D

LA IR 4 Y
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i - - ‘ .’
g 1 W e .o . ’ *
o . ' E_ ® . » ol - ‘.‘ . K
IR _“dffference ‘exists, in tde increassé %p North-Hatt proﬂ?iﬁe
2 Ov_Q_f scores for mignanés and non- migrants from their firﬂ* to e
T their 1967 job 4s rejected. Althoug;h the dats in To: vle 28
; k'f.s' f‘i
e ; show a slight 1ndication that migrants will ‘achieve preater
. ‘. "increase in prestige over their first jobs than wil] non- i\'
: 'GEQ 0 miyrahts, the r@qults do not hold" true at the designp*ed
<0 % 0 level of s rnificance. : , P
1. ‘Z 1 . ‘ \..:‘ h . ! . v o 0 -
k2 o e Table 23 Mean difierence between occupational vrec-.:ge '
IR S of 1§67 Jjob and of first job by migratior
) o ks e rmance, non-farmers only '
fbji.‘ ° c; - N \" .
'é 1967 migration ﬂpatus Nuﬁber\ Méén - .Véréance R
»'l- « ' v \ . . \ v . . .i . !
SO £Y Migrant . = - \ - 73 '8, 1§1 . 1140380 .
o Ve ~ Co. v 7 . 5.
- B \ . » \ ‘ . N -
‘ @on-migranﬁ&’ 19 @.368 - 87.2u¢
- W A —_— R . ‘
. . , . 3
., Total A N 92 . . . e
' .., — :,'—-‘_‘ L ", B ;’ _ . \" . \ . . . / ‘ L \ ® .
= 0.66, d.f. =90 (.\QS level = 1.9% R
. . \ d \\\’\ , - \ ’ ‘ /1 . M
. | - — —— . — . :
. 3 , . ' . . -‘\‘ \\\ A L ) \ ’ ’ . » -
o » Sub-hypothesis ig: ‘Miprants will\increase -asir
j - _ ' occupatibﬁFl prestice at & fasten rate thar «ill
% s ' non- migranﬁs. \ ‘\ DN o 2

© Null h&oothesis' There is no sip 1fi'5rt o
\ g n
’ differé ce between the gains 1n Noptn--2t¥

prestig¥ scores Jfor ‘migrants and noen- %

migrantéfbetweeniéSbiand_lQé?.

|

&
IS
[
¥




_"between the gains-in North-Hatt prestipe scores of

4 < . 0 L . j ot

"Table 29. Mean difference 1n wains in occuvational o A .
- prestige between 1967 and 19%6 by migration - .*°

performance . o
1967 migration status . Number . Mean ' -Variance = L

wiprany 0, o, 3b 3.735 3.3
"~ Non-migrant cT Xii 7.000. 6l.385 ° :

“ fotar ./ BT - _—

t =1.82, duf. £ 59 (.05 level ='1.98)

0

r

R Y
o

: The results are presented in Table . 29. Thé'%alculated
‘;t value of 1 82 is not sipnificant at the Oq 1evelu.fThe

Znull hypothesis that no significant difference exi ts

h’and non- migrants between 19¢6 and 1967 cannot be rejéb

"; Data 1n mable 29 1nd1cate that non-migrants vill 1ncrease

2

their occunational nrestige at a faster rate than migrants,"

_an inverse relationshin to fhat nredicted in Sub-hynothe31s
_12.~-The_contradictiop, however, is not at a significant

lsvel. —_— W

v

.Additlonsal finding R

N

»

* © Table 30 presents resﬁits of aire-testing of Sub-~

Wnothesis 12, excluding farmers from the sample.

- ¢ 0102




Mean diffepence 1n gains in. occupational Ca
prestige f.mjgrants and non-migrants by ~"p“ o _
migrati ), performance, non—farmers only " T

Table 30,

o

N . . : .

N 1967 migr ion statut ;Number me;n ' ~Variance'
5 . : o 51 v 3.323 l? 37 092 3~:1§'” 1
| e wme e e |
Total ff; o . ~£6 S ‘;' - |

i

nN

O

N\

L
=

% = 089, d.f. = 38 (L05 level =

. .
. o N oS
. . - . | . H ) . N .
. R @ . \ - S . . .\ /
) - . . . -~ .
. ) - - . . oot ) Lo
. i i ) : N .
~

The’ celculated t value of 0.52 is hot significa

o nt. at
-fg the 05 level. - The nu11 hvnothesis that \no significant

'ch Hatt prestige. .L.ﬂ:;ﬂ

. difference exlats between the- pains\in N

sbores of migrants and non~migrants between\1956 and 1967

Deta in Table .30 show. §1ight indica-

cannot be rejected.
Afted in Sub~

tion of an inverse, relatiothip to that pred

-1
hvpothesis-lz. ‘The contradiction however, ié\iar from‘~ S
a qtatistically significant level. - ' \ ' et
¥ > B Sub-hypothesis l}_“ Nigrants will chan e . jobs,’3-_ )

¥ than will non—migrants during

4

P S more frequentl

their years in the labor force.
| Null hypothesis: There will be no sicnifi- o

T ' c@nt difference between migrants and non-> -

A c g miprants in rate of mobilitv, that is,'in

? i ) - ' the-nhmber of jobs divided by the number -

I R o | . A )




Y

o 102 '
k4 N Y‘.* 0"
‘ ' ! 4, °
R ‘‘years in the labor force.
(N [
The Tindihgq are prspented in Table 31.- Jé%f
s = ' .
Table 31. Mesn differencs in rate of mobillty by
o o migration per ‘ormance
1967 mipration status sumber Mean Variance .
Migrant | 32 10.326 , 0.0321,
Non-migrant. 27 0.167 0.0090
Total R - D
¢ Lt e Lo - ~ S N
t = .16, duf. = 57 (.05 level = 2,00) ~ '~ _

P

fmobility 1s rajeqted

a—

The'calculated t ‘value Offﬁn

il

.05 1eve1.

ndifferenye hetweén miprénts and noﬁkmigrants Lp rate of

The hvpothesis that migr&nts change

Jobs more often than nOnnmigrants is- accepted at a signifié“a

° o
{ . . . ;

cant level.
\|

E

Additional finding o

‘excluding farmers from the sample.

in Table 32.

- Because the 1érgé number of farmers in the non-migrant:

group was thought to bias the hypothesis, it was re;examin%dih

fResu1t§ are pregented -

A

The null hvpotheéiﬁ that there 1is mo slgnfficant

R




Table 32. Mean difference in ratejof_ﬁobility_by'
o * + wmigration performance, non-farmers only

Y

- T - .
. . .
N M e . v ~ .4 Q"..

A3 ( ) S [

1967 migration status ., Number . Mean - Variance
. ) o . da,
29 - .0.336  +0.0338
0.2“.]: L. 0. 0135

Migrant Lo

t

LR
A
v

Non—migrant4

+

- \ o -

= 36 (.05 level ;ﬁafd3i§>

3

nThe calculated t value of 1. h? is not significant at
, the .QS ievei. The null hypothesis is npt rejected at the
g:;..OS 1evel.. Examination of the data in Tabie 32 reveals
that miprants cgéﬁge dobs more *of'ten: thananon migrants

o .
N

whenxonlv non—Iarmers are considered but not to a

[

1? General Hypothesis \4 was not supported. ’0n the basis
of testinp of Sub hvpothesis 13,.Genera1 vaothesis V ‘was

supnorted -

"

Discussion

Géneral Hypotnesis V which proposed that migration
é
performance is rela%ed to intra—generational mobility was

' based on career mobility studies by Lipset and Bendix (43),.

f

Blau and Duncan (6), and- %cudder and Anderson (59). In the

Y
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of non-miprants from severa1 different asoects. Sub-

hvoothesis 11 which specified that miprant °wou1d achieve

creater ochpational mobility over their f%“st JQbS than ,

would non—migrants was 'contradicted.  Re- examineg‘w1thoqt
\thé farmers, the migrants did achieve greater occupational
preqtine over their first Jjob than did@the non-migrants, f‘
-but not to a signixicant degree.‘ Again the results may be‘
‘exnlained by the tact that manv non-migrants began work as
farm handa and at other low prestige jobs 1n the rural areas._
The migrants, on the other hend may have begun work at

higher level jobs because of xtra training or edué&tion,

and thus have been less likelv to make gains in ocCupational

orestige,lsiﬁ%e in general, the nigher one begins,e;QQQ%e?s

4

likelihood he has ‘to rise. = . o
Sub-hynothesis 12, which oredicted that migrants will

increase their occupational prestige at s rfaster rate than

a

will nonmegrants,examined'the difierence in geains made

between 1956 and 1967, There was strong support for the

- 4 3

reverse of the hvpothesis- theﬂnon migrants made gnreater
increases 1in occupational prestige between 1956 £f-1967

When +he sub—hypothesis was. retested‘w1ﬁhout 1arme;s, it

v

received weak support. A oossible explanation for the

discreoancy is.that the hiab oroportion ot non-migrant
J N
farmers may nave risen on tne North Hatt scale firom tenant

-
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schaqa¢ng or jobs.

_attributed to the ract th
“with d single farm over t
had a-éingle job,

risen in prestige,

e

a N . 1 ) SN 1
- r~ 105 »
. H
oy N :
I - N N

: . s P
fer=ep qcore of 68 'to farm owner and ator score of - .,
ket A

7:0"4tween 1956 and 1967.

.o The examination of Sub-hypoth : 1 and 12 resulted

P
1

ic’s rejection of General Hypothes '”Examination'of

Su:—nypothesis 13, however, resul acceptance of the

Gener sl ﬁ%pothesis V. Migration

to ¢mtra;generationa1 mobility;w

i

te number of job changes mede.’

siznificantly more oﬂtenfthan 7

in the labor force. In additi

tive theory 1mplies tﬁat the~m ‘
igrants with*feelipgs of rest

Q
'& tom of these feelinos
7{ e
. * ; | - "

A miore plausible expla or the migrants' highep

‘rate of mobility is the inf of the.farmers in the

non-migrant population. hypopﬁesis.lj was

-

re- examined excludinp farm propoéition that migrants

chanfe iobs more oiten ths igrants over the years

received only weak shﬁpbrt ' %@Ed&ég cadn probably be-
- o\

mers who had beé%‘asdbciated

s were 00nsidered to havef

regard how mueh-they‘may have
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b S L L N e
<y - .., . CONCLUSIONS SN
.'. . & ? o . . ‘ ; |
o . Five general hjpotheses were examinéd ip' this thesis, T

"each distinguishing migrants from,rural areas from nonr S
migrants according te a. particular set of variables. None ~° ’
'of the general hypotheses were fully supported by tesxs of )
ftheir sub-hypotheses.?v\ : , “" s ; |

,The expected relationships between mipration perform-

.éhce and social-psychological behavior specified in general

;;r hynotbeses I and II were not supported. Their separate

»-«3.. Coa

lb.sub-hypotheses tested three theories offering “social-
Apsychologicel explqnationsibf migration, ‘the dissociative o ji\\\'l
theory,\the ameliorative theg%y/{and the compensatory ) . L |
rtheory.' Although none of these theories: were supported by -

»

//ub-hypotheses findings at the selected .05 level of
. o . -
. “:signifioance, a comparison can nevertheless be made of their

usefulness for the present stuoy. “Table 33 shows . the

.possible alternative hypotheses, “the corresponding null
' R
- hypotheses, and the fractional likelihood of the alternative

hypotheses in terme of the probability alpha.
. Overall, Table 33 indicates that-of the three competing»

Pl

bypotheses, -the dissociative one is verified over the ‘other -

,two.~ The migrants did show more social isolation and die-r-
b

satisfaction after they migrated but there is‘no evidence

that they wdre characterized by a pre~migration inability

-
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- '*';-Table. 3_3.' Comparison of theories explaining-stciaf—
. - psychological behavior related to migration
performance . ‘ BN .

L4 bt o

<

. B . . . . g -

Dissociative Ameliorative Compensatory
Frequency of com- ' '

munication M2 N M_(i\_l. . M N .

. with parents in (.98) - . (.02) ' (.02) o
1948 ‘ : . - :
- . - Freauency of com- . PR : , ,
- munication ' M2N - M>N N MmN,

with mon-family - (,9%) . (o94) o (.06)
»  dembers in 1948 ' , :

o % »

-+

Participation in -

. formal organi- N¢ NT O © . no - . ML .
~ zations in 1956 . (.78) " prediction- (4.78) ’ ’
Satisfaction for e , 7
residence. in M no o M N
1956 © o fe94) . prediction  (.94)
. 'Satvilsfaction' for T MEN h " no | S
~ job in 1956 . (,50) prediction (.50) .
mo " MD>N or M2N | M< N or ME N -
Hot MR MZN
, Numb%r gives S Ry . 1 - oL
where ol = probability of obtaining the result found or Jﬂ
s : a more. distant result when the null hypothesisg +
1is true ! . R /*}
. ’ Z.f- //\l\ . T —"H\n\ /
s . 2 . - ~ f

v g

©

to form effective social relations or by an estrang®ment
. : i

from their families. The mig_rant.'s; dn fect, conferred with

a

family members. hmre_ than the non-migrants -did concerning




(X3

o . ws. !

future vocational plana. The compensatory hypothesis

-

,consequently is strongly contradicted. o -

Anticipatory socialization did exist fo some exté%z:
thus supporting the ameliorative hypothesis. A high
proportion or the migrants did seek advice from teachers

and - other professional peaple. The migrants, however, did

'not go for advice solely to non-family members,. for they

‘ communicated more frequently with® their parents concerning

rutuﬁe plans than did tho non- migrants. Evidently, they

‘had not chosen entirely non- family reference groups. In

L)

conclusion, the results of testing the three theoﬂies

against one, another on the 1948 Hamilton County high

--school graduatee agree with 1"llis .and Lane's research (26)

‘on male undergraduates entering btaniord University.

General hypotheses II1, IV, and V compared migrants

[

to non—migrants in terms of social mobility, specifying

in theirwsub-hypotheses that migrants would show greater
mobility. General hypothese IV and V were each supported
by findings of one.of theirvsub-hypotheses. Migrants were

found to start at significantly higher prestige jobs

: AN . L
relative to their fathers than were non-migﬁants, and
:migrantsywere found to have. & significantly higher rate of .

'mobility’than non-migrants.

-Th'e eftect of farrers in the population was thopght to

. - ' . \

'bias,the\results.' Graph' 1 summarizes mhe careers of the
-, o . :

\

. \\ ‘l.“

)
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male respondents in'the study, comparing‘the migrants to

-thp non-migrants for all of the males andathen for- all .
male non-farmers, emphasizing the effect of the- farmers.A'

- In Reneral, inclusion of farmers lowered the occupational 1
prestige level for the first job of the non—migrants, le

raising it for their, 1956‘and 1967 jobs.i Without looking at

.-the farmers, “the present study does confirm the conclusion

" of Blau end Duncan (6) ‘and Scudder and Anderson (59) that

: rural migrants havé higher prestige ocoupations than have

&
‘rural non4\igrants.

An interesting comparison, which is not possible here

'because of data limitation, would be a comparison of the -~
occupational success of’ these rural migrants with urban - L 4

Afnatives and with urban to"urban migrants. Bauder and

*

Burchinal- (3) found that when differences in education ond
age ‘were controlled, occupational achievement differences

”amongarural—reared and urban~-reared migrants amd nativds .
o8 3 - AR} 2\

were insigniiicant. The higher than average Nq"th-Ha t
attainment of the Hamilton County migrants would most
likely substantiate Bauder and Burchinal's findings.

. Data does- exist to allow for further analyses of
several aspects of occupational achieVement. In the
present study, each comparison was*between migrants and :

A

non—migrants. Methodological difficulties encountered from

)1

the large number of non-migrants who were farmers have been

[N
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Examination of the careers of only e migrants

noted..

. would eliminate the methodolqgical problems posed by

For example, an interestlng test, sugpested by

~

farmers.-

evidence reported by Blau and Duncan (e), would be an
h

-

le correlat&on between distance of

g,‘{g:ination of possib
m gration and.ﬁevel of occupational achievement.f

;, a

~In concluﬁiqn, the findings of the present study hold-

‘ﬂ L

implications(Ior career opportunity of rural youth. ‘f

o

J'Apparently farming offers a secure future for' those rural‘

youth.who desire to become farmere and have the opportunity

'~to acquire a farm; From -the standpoint,of occupational

,prestige, farm youth ccmpare favorably with their con-

temporaries who migrate. ' ‘ : : ' .

h The future o{ rural youth who do not migrate but

¢
i

who enter occupations other than farming is not so promising

as. the future of youth who migrate. The. original North-
Hatt occupﬁ;ions ‘which theoretically represent all -

. occupations averages 69.8. The migran/? in 1967 averaged

71 97 ‘on’ the North-Hatt scale, while the non—migrants

/

who did not - farm averaged only 65 00.
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SUMMARY

8. -
t

The purposes of this study were (l) to compare f
'dirferences in social-ps%chological behavior between l9u8
high school graduates in central Iowa who migratad and °
those who remained "in thelr home areas, (2) to examine
disrupting g%cial behavior which may have resulted from

che migration,experience, (3) to examine migration

fbehavior'in~relation,to occupational mobility over .one's

’ father's "occupational status' and (1) to examine migration

in relation to occupationil mobillty within ! segment of
one's lifetime. h ,

The data were obtained ;Lgm a lonpitudinal study of
1l high school seniors who praduated in l9u8 from eight

rural high schools in Hamilton County, Iowa, and - in ,

’ Story City, Iowas The original study was completed in

1948, with follow-up studies in 1956 and 1967. The present'
thesis utilizes data* from the l9u8 the 1956, and the Y
1967 scﬁedules.

This thesis drew upon past research whioh noted some .

4 social-psychological distinctions between migrants and

individuals who remain in their home communities. For
.example, migrants are characterized by . feelings oI aliena-

tion'and disoontent,.resulting in social isolatlon and

©

continual,striving for achievement. Theorisfgkdisagree
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~migrants are ‘nO different before migration,

. ' \ .
‘1~ as to the ordgin: of the socisl psychological characte¥

N
s

'istics which distinguish migrant from non-migrants.

%
3

hat thé\gpward]y mobile

indimdduals are dirferent.from childhtod bec usé of poor

- The compensatory theory says
fémily intenaction;‘the dissociati\e theJ

ut thewrigors
of the migration experience arfect their subsequent\\\\\ i

“~
N

behavior. A third theory ‘which éraws upon reference gro p\\F}
theory predicts that Aigrants need not be disrupted by /y"‘ -
migration experiences if they ‘had experienced pre—migration‘
anticipatory socialization, that is, entry into the reference \\
group they hone to emulate. ' | |

The present thesis tested these three theories against
one anoth;r and found the dissociative the most valid of .
"~ the three.. The migrants were not found to be wgéker in
family relationships than the non-migrants but, in fact -
communicated significantly more frequently with their K
parents than did the non—migrants concerning their future
plans. After migration,'the migrants showed 1ess paruicipa—k'
tion in co uniby activities and 1ess satisfaction for “job
.and community of residence than did the non-migrants, but
not at a 1eve1 of statistical significance. Anticipatory
cialization did exist to some extent beIorefmI?ration, as’
" the migranth ‘d1scussed future plans with professronals to

a greater e%tent than d1d the non-migrants.

\
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This’ t2981s examined occupational mobility of the
migrants as compared to the non—migrants using the North-

Hatt occupational prastige scale° Two chief types of

occunationalfmo\ility were examined The careers of the —

respondents were examined at different points in time and\

' from sfveral diff%rent aspects. <Comparisons were made
between migraqts and non-migrants on prestige of starting

job,_rise in prestige between 1956 and 1967 jobs, and" the

.

number of Jobs . ner number of years in the labor Iorce. o

[y

Thefonly significant finding was that migrants change 1obs
significantly more-frequently than did non-migrants. .
\«%?%Zcond type of occupational mobility exam*nedeas a
oompanison of the achievement of the respondents to that of
the fathers. The difference in occupational prestige
between respondent“s‘first.job and father's;19u8 job was

¢

significantly less_for'migrants than for non-migrants. A

"sgregression,and correlation-analysis was ‘made ccmparing how .

‘o .

o : ' ‘ S
- closely and,how much the occupational status-of_the two

-ﬁ,groups'of respondents depended'on their“fathers"prestige;

§;§0r¢a11'of the -meles inCluded differences?were not

4

o significant The expected differences in occupational

prestige between migrants and non-migrants were, on the

,{whole,'found not significant in this study.

The 1arge proportion of non- migrants who were farmers

was suspected ‘or biasing the results. Re-examinationnof
A '

‘ . . £
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had the non—migrants.

Consequently, thefgeneral conclusibn

become farmens can expect ‘8-secure future, comparing

"o

i
favorably with those who 1eave home toaseek oppoptunities

elsewhere. Those whowremain Iq.rural areas/and do not ¢
L e s‘} T ol
become faf'mer'sa however, have poor Prospects of . occupa-

tional achievement astompared to those who migrate.
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U.S. Supreme Court Justice
Physician

State Governor

Cabinet Member, Fed. Gov. ;
Diplomat u.s. boreign Service
"Mayor, large city®

College Professor

“U.S. Representative

Banker.

Government scientist

C0unty Judge ,
Head, JDept. in State Gov.s
Minister

Architect

Chemist

' , Dentist v - .

' Lawyer = e

Member, Board of Directors_
Large Corporation

‘Nuclear Physicist

* Priest

Psychologist -

Civil Engineer

Adrline Pilot '

Artist that paints pictures that

. are exhibited in galleries

Owner of a factory that employs
about 100 people

Sociologist

Accountant for large- business

Biologist .

Musician in Symphony

Author of novels

Capt. in Reg. Army

Building Contractor

Economist

Instrgcﬁon/PQQlig Schools -

Public School Teacher

- County Agricultural Agent

~

Railroad Engineer
Farm Owner and Operator
Official, International
Labor, Union

Radio Announcer — *
News aper Columnist ‘

Wher-Operator, Frinting Shop .
Trained Machinist .
- Welfare Worker, ,City Gov.

;‘ Electrician

Noxrth~Hatt Scale

3 . - ) 1

[
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96 Undertaker -
93 .Reporter, Daily Newspaperg
93 Manager, Small Store '
92 Bookkeeper
92 - Insurance Agent :
~90 - Traveling Salesman for -
- 89 ¢ whoiesale concern:
89 Tenant Farmer
88 - Playground Director
.88 Policeman. o :
87 Railroad Conductor
87 Mail Carrier
86 Carpenter, .
86 Automobile Repairman
86 - Plumber :
8  Garage Mechanic R
86 =~ .Local Official Union
Owner-Operator Lunch Stand .
86 -  Corporzl, Reg. Army
86 Machine Operator, Factory
86 Barber
.85 Clark”in Store
84 . Fisherman, owns own beat °
83° Streetcar Motorman
‘ Milk Route Man '
83 Restaurant Cook
Truyck Driver
82 ‘ Lumberjack
82  _ Filling Station Attendant.
81  Singer in Night Club
81 Farm Hand | )
81 Coal Miner
80 ° - Taxi Driver
80 " Railroad Section ilaind
79 .Regtaurant Waiter
79 Dock Worker
79 _Night Watchman
78 Clothes Presser in Laundry
77 " Soda Fountain Clerk.
77 Bartender
76 . Janitor :
Share Cropper.
75 Garbage Collector
74 Street Sweeper
74 . Shoe Shiner- _
74 o
73 -
73 .
73 ‘

.59

54 -

.49/
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; N Ward Bauder .
i . ' Lee Burchinal’ .
i June, 1961 . LT
¥ . . °
; INTERPOLATIONS
f Accountant = . ‘ 78 Broker, Stock v 79
: Accountant, Certified Public . 81 - Buffer, Auto ‘ ' 56 °
{ untant, Comptroller ‘ 70 Builder of homes: (supervises work) 69
i  Adtountant, Tax, Gas Co. ° 80 ~  Busboy-busgirl . o 43 .
i ‘Actuarial Assit. (life ins\) .. 74 ' Butcher - .. 59
¢ - Actuary . ' 78 . Butter maker " 58
g Administrative assistant, Natlonal ®  Buyer for furniture store . . 71
E Guard : : 70 Buyer for a department store for a
i -+ Advertising man, metropolitan paper 70 single department - .. 10
4  Advertising promoter .72 Buyer for a hardware store - 70
*l . Advertising writer , 70~ Cabinet maker . ~ . . 66
§  Agent, Internal Revenu V 77 Captain in city fir€ department 70 -
; Agent, “Purchasing ' 68 . Car Washer b 50
, g Agent, Rental ' ' ~ 68 | Carpet layer - : .~ 54
: « Airway Operation Specialist : ~ .Carton Maker s o 55
§ - (Control Airport Traffic) 74 Cashier : . .. 62
i  Analyst, Service - 66  Cashier, Bank A o -70
f Appraiser, Real estate, commercial . - Cement Finisher o o . .52
: _property - o T 68 Chairman (surveying) =~ 62
¢ . Arborist for city < 73 Chauffeur . - 49
% Artist, Advertising - : .74 Checker in metal-assembly line ,64
i  Artist, Technical o 69. Qhemist Ink (no formal education) .64
£ Assembler at aircraft plant s 59 Chicken, sexer. 65
!/ Attendant, Tool Crib - .57 Chief of a bureau, within a depart-
% Audiologist . 75, ‘ment, in state government . 81
. ¥ Auditor, Bank 80 ' ' Chief of police, city of 350,000 80
f Auditor, insurance co., state 719 Chiropodist . . ‘ .77
y Automotive spare parts specialist * 62 . Chiropractor o ’ - 75
4 Baker (owns_shop). 2 68 " Claim adjustor, insurance - 70
i  Baker 62 - Clerk Actuarial in en insurance co. 65
g Bakery worker - 48 - Clerk, Airlines S .. 68
§ * Band leader : 76 Clerk, Billing “i 59
3 Bank teller . 67 Clerk, Chief, R.R. Freight Office " +68
%  Barber who owns his ‘own shop and . - Clerk»of court _ . 68
h _employs 1 other man 63 Clerk, General Office worker 62"
§ Baseball prayer, mipor lesgue 67 . Clerk; IBM 68
%  Bellhop . . v 48  Clerk; Law . . - 70
: ‘Biochemist . ' 85 Clerk, Liquor Store . ’ 62
i Blockman = >, , . . 60  Clerk, Payroll oo 66
i Blueprint reader © 67 Clerk, Postal ° _. <65
4 ' Boards children at home S 59  ° Clerk, Railroad freight office 63
# § Blolermaker N " 66 Clerk, shipping supply factory ' 59
-4 Boilermaker's helper, n.R. ' 60  Clérk, Stock . ‘ - 51
- Bookbinder o ° 60 . Clerk, Supply o o 59 -
: Brakeman, Railroad . ’ -, .63, Clerk, Technicae ‘ * 66
5’ Bricklayer - R 60 ° College Instruc¥r . .19
io Brickmason S . 65 - College Training _ > 75
A Brick setter ' - T ‘60 -Concessionaire'. o : ‘62
% Broker, Manufacturer's . 70, Contractor, Cement : 74
§ - Broker, dotor JFreight Co. 71. .Contractor, General Painting - 74
i | Broker, Real Estate IR 72. Coordinator, management-labor 75
LS N ; ) ° . .o

o

I5"

S X [

wr .




S s

P 9% 3 o1

et ot T L AR i Y i LI

Coordinator, 011 Co.

Coppersmith (R.R.)

Cosmetologist

County Road Worker

Court Reporter

Custodian

"Cytologist

‘Dairyman

Dealer, Automobile N

Dealer, Farm implement ’

Dealer, Hardware

Dealer, Lumber. .

Department Head of a dept. store

Department Head of large co.

Department Head (Ass't) of a dept.
" store ' .

Department‘ Leader~Steel Fabrication

Department store buyer .for large

store ' v

Designer, Tool h

Dress Designer .

Dietician ‘ - : '

Director, Activities, Lazarus Co.

Director, Ass't, ‘T

~

Education, State of Ohio.
Director, Executive, YWCA
Director, Radio Station
. Director, Religious Education
Dishwasher

' Dispatcher,“Cﬁief Highway, Motor

Carrier Co. .
Dispatcher, Taxi T
Dispatcher, Train, R.R. - °
Distributor, 011 Business_

Draf tsman -

Dressmaker . " -
Driller, Diamond Core -
Driver, Ambulance -

Driver, City Bus

Driver, School Bus ==,

- Driver, Greyhound Bus

Druggist, Wholesale

Edi ' _

Ele&tric Motor Tester

-Electrotyper. , ‘

Embalmer who owns his own under-"
taking establishment

- Engineer

~Engineer, Aeronautical

. Engineer, (Mechanical) Assistant

research

' Engineer, Ceramic

Engineer, Comstruction

66

74

62

48
68
44
.80
'66
77

66

- 66
70
73
78

.

70

65

72

75
75

78
71

'rade and Industrial

81
76

- 77

‘33

69 .
65

67
69
69

62

68
55
57
55

63

70
81
62

72
80
83

78

79

80

129

86

Engineer, Consulting
Engineer, Electrical 83
Engineer,. Heating 68
Engifieer, Industrial 82
Engineer, Mechanical | ‘80
Engineer, Maintenance 64
Engineer, Operating, city 70
Engineer, Process : 77
Engineer, Radio 77
Engineer, Research - 82
Engineer, Sales 73
Engineer, Sales (gas heating) . 68
. Engineer, Staticnary : 62
Engiheer, Surveying 78
Ingineer, Time study 75
Engineer, Tool ) 75
Engineer, T.V. C 75
Engineering aids, Senior 72
Engineman, R. R. : ’ 65
_ Examiner, Bank- ) B 75
Examiner, Tax ) 77
Executive, Jr. advertising firm 70

Executive, large manufacturing plant8l
Executive, (Publicity Director). for

- a large department store ' 78
Executive, publishing co.’ 81
Executlve, Telephone co. - 76

- . Executive, Transportation .79
" .Expeditor, Avidtion co. « 66
Express messenger, supervisor on
. express ‘train 66
Factory worker ~ assembly line - 55..

Farmer, tenant - one who owns
livestock and machinery and

manager of the farm ' 68°
Fieldman, Producers Livestock Coop. 70
Fire Chief ~ 70
Fireman, City = ' 65
Fireman, R.R. : 65
Fireman, Stationary _ 53
Fitter (female) ' . 61
Flagman, Railroad .60
Floral Designer ‘ . 65
Florist Production Worker o 50
Fly man (newspaper) ° 59
Foreman,; Assembly line 66
Foreman, Body .‘Shop ‘ © 66
Foreman, Construction . .66

Foreman, main crew, factory* = 67
Foreman, Maintepance, of schools 52

Foreman, Railroad roundhouse 66
Foreman), Shipping Dept. Caeket Co 69

Foreman, Shop, factory 67 °

.
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Foreman, Warehouse

" Funeral director

Furniture maker, .church:
Glass worker . ' '
Governess T
Grinder, bearing
Grinder, casting
Grinding, general

<Quard - S y

Guard, Railroad ] v
Horticulturist
Hospital Adds, P
Hospital Worker
Housekeeper .
Housekeeper, Private
Iceman - ' '
Inspector, Assembly line.
Inspector, Bank '
Inspector, Building:
Inspector, Building
Inspector, Factory
Inspector, Furnace-
Inspector, rlachine Shop
Inspector, Railroad steel car
Inspector,
in plant
'Installer, Canopy in jet planes
Installer, Escalator
Installer, PBX — telephone

sychiatrie

°

&

,hegrigerator controls

60

-72
67

- 59

69

67

en.
v

- 59

55
55
77
61
50

53°
54"

50
66

74
68

73
65

62

3

67
60

62
.63
62

65

Instructor, Ceramic (makes and sells)78

Insurance Group Leader, V.A.
‘Insurance Underwriters
Interviewer, Personnel
Investigator; city tax division
Investigator, credit

Iron Worker, Ornamental

Iron Worker, Structural

- Jeweler: _ N

Jeweler, Vanufacturing
Jig and Furniture Builder Class

~Job Setter

Laboratory Aids

-Laborer, City

Laborer, Common _
Laborer, Construction
Laborer, Factory
Lather.

Laundress

Leader of a dance band
Librarian

Librarian; iluseum
Lieutenant, Air Force

74

69
71 .

71
61
68
63
72
73
68
69
60
50
40
50
47
55
45
70.

74

76
75

" Manager,

o

130.

"Lieutenakt of police‘(R.R:)

Loan officer:in bank

Lineman, telephone company’ .
Machinist's Kelper (R.R.) ,
Machinist journeyman .
Machinist, Master :
Maid ..

"Mail Handler at Depot

Maintenance man in factory -
Maintenance, Park

_ Maintenance, Public Building

Maintenance, Road - - .

‘Maintenance worker in furnished

apartments
Major, Air Force
Manager, Advertising
Manager, Assistant Floor
Manager, Ass't. parts, factory
Manager, Ass't., restaurant
Manager, branch, large co.
Manager, Business

Manager,
Manager,
Manager,
Manager,
of department store

dept. in larger co.

_company

Ay .

Manager, district sales for large

company

Manager of dry cleaning store _
Manager: of dry goods store
Manager, foundry ) .
Manager of garage

Manager, general, manufacturing

plant_ that employs over lOO men

Manager of a grill ©

Manager of, a hotel

Mafiager of 'a large co. -

MAnager of a large dept. store
anager of life insurance co%

Manager, lumber company

Manager, motel

Manager of movie theater in
downtown section of city

Manager, department, newspaper

Manager, Office .

Manager, parts, factory .

Manager, plant, of larger co.

Manager of a poolroom

*Problem is to determine value for housewife

.

013‘2

‘Manager, division wholesale cOoGp.

~

chain retail grocery store
credit, van & storage coC.
large dept. retall groc.
display, single department

Manager, district, heat regulation

69

74‘.:

63
59
65
70
48 -
62
55
55
55
55

81
78
69
65

.67

71
72.

72

70
68
72
68 -
70

72

72

69 .
72

h‘68

77
67
78
72

75
74
70

70
68

75
58
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§ Manager, Production control v 79 Operator, radio, airport tower . 67
4 Manager, Promotion 74 Operator, radio telephone 64
% Manager, Fublic Utility ' 81 . Operator, steam shovel 59
‘4§ Manager, regional claims (life ' Operator, telephone : 59
¢ =~ insurance) . 70 - Opthalmologist . 89
g ‘Manager, Restaurant: . 7 68 Optician - S 75
# Manager, Sales . 70 ,Optometrist. . 83
$ ' Manager, Sales--balesman who ' Owner - dry cleaning plant 75
. , supervises 7-12 other 'salesmer 70 -, Owner grocery store ' 70
Y- Manager of a sérvice station 68 ~ ! Owner, large wholesale business 82
; . Manager, Tavern . . ' 61  Owner, Machine Shop. 73
7 Manager of transportation and - -~ Owner, small-t o-medium restaurant '
:g' moving co. - 70 : in the city , 68 -
£ Manager, T.V. service (wholesale) - 70 Owner, sloe repair shcp f» : . 65
,i' ‘Manufacturer's representative 70 Owner, small mfg. plant : 78
*  Meat Packer® 54 Owner, (co), insurance coxrporation 78
Mechanic, Airplane 67 Owner, -(co), motel business 72
Mechanic, Auto _° 65 Owner, (co), small store in city 72
8  Mechanic, Auto (in partnership) © 68 Owner-operator of an automobile
' Mechanic, Cash register 66 - repair shop that employees 3 -
¢« Mechanic, Elevator 65 other people 1 67
1  Mechanic, field, road building o Owner and operator, beauty 5hop © 85
§ ~machinery ; 67 + Organ Tuner 70 o,
£ Mechanic, gas.meter . 62 Owner-operator, cigarette vending :
& Mechanic, maintehance 63 . machine’ co, 69
; Mechanic, Radio : , 67 - Owner .end operator, cleaning :
4 Mechanic,- refrigeration o 67 business (one store) - - 68
7 Melter Loader . ‘ 61 er and operator, confoctionary 66
; Messengar for armored car co. Y 0wner and operator, farm . - 76 ;
% Metal plate worker ° ~ 58 Owner-pperator, real estatevagency 73 N
§ Metallurgist - 80 ' Owner, apartment 70~
§ Mica layer in factory 58 ° Owner, laundromat - 65
§ Millwright 50 Owner—operator,'inaurance agency .
§ * Minister (No theologieal training, . (partner)’ 71
4 high school edugation) - . 72 Owner-operator, investment: agency 75
# Musician, hotel, etec. ' ' 70 Owner, service.staticn o 69
% Nurses. aide S 60 Owner, small business : 70
£ Nurses attendant o 58 © . OQOwner, Tavern 64
i MNurses (hospital) - C . 76 Painter S 60 .,
i  Nurgse, practical 66  Parking attendant : 47 -
ﬁ"Nurse, registered L 78 ' Parts man . 60 *
g Officer, security - : 67 Professional 86
5 Officer, trust , .78 + Patrolman, state highway 68
g Operator, beauty shop 60 ° Pattern maker (wood and metal) - 67
4§ Operator, bulldozer ‘ 59 Personal (testing, etc. ) I 76
i Operatoxr, calculating machine 64 Pharmacist ; . 75
i Operator, coal elevator S1- .Photographer, commercial 72
I ‘Operator, crane : - 59 Physical Therapist 68
ﬁ _ Operator, diesel ' 62 Pdano tuner R 69
1- Operator, elevator ' .52 . Pipefitter o . 58
{ Operator, equipment, army depot 58 Plssterer. ’ ' : 60
1 Operator, freezex 59 Player in a dance band 65
g Operator, linetype, printing shop '_67 ‘Plumber who owns his own shop 67
i Operator, movie projector % 62 Police officer (R R.) - ' 66
! Operator, dultigraph =’ 63 - Porter’ ‘ 44
51 . - ;A ' , « R R
RIC | . » (133 . |
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é President, large retail chain store 84 Siding applicator (self—employed) 65
i President wholesale company .. - - 81 - -Skilled trade 70
‘% Press fceder - printing shop : 59 Social worker . . 74
§ ‘Printer, newspaper = - 68 Soil conservationist. o 76
Y Printing pressman = - 66 Specifier, order dept. ' 66
i Proof reader : ' 67 Statistician, Dept. of Agri. 78

0 ; Proprietor of sheet-metal bqsiness 71 - Steel mill worker .. 50
4 Publicity man for large companies 71 -Steel temperer - 60
? Publisher , - 84 Stenographer ' ' T 66

- i Rag sorter oo 39 Stockhandler ' L '
¢ Railroad conductor : 67 Stockkeeper, municipal div., of .

- §  Railroad guard * 55 electxicity - | . 64
¥  Railroad switchman 60 - Stockman in linen supply co. 52
%  Rallroad telegrapher : ’ 65 Stock"-selector . 58
ﬁ Railroad yard mas ter 73 Streetcar conductor . o 58
% Real estate ' - 70 Student, business schcol. . ,3 65
g- Recreation director (YMCA) 70. Student, graduate 76

"¢+ Repailrman, office machines 67 . Studént, senior medical . . 79
§ Repairman, shoe ’ : 57 - Student, university. . N o 74
%I" Repairman, shoe (cobbler) ‘ ~ 60 . Superintendent . - 67
3 Repairman, telephone company 62 . Superintendent, bu‘ilulng-° 52
g Repairman, T. V. 67 Superintendent, cdnstruction co. ’
¥  Repairman,. washing machine 65 ' roads and’ streets- 77
% Repairman, watch : S 67 Superintendent, factory , 72
! Restaurant. partnér T 66 Superintendent, hiigh school 80"
§ Retail business : i 72 Superintendent, machinist . 70
i Roofer ; ' ’ 60. Superintendent, piping K - 69
% ~ Salad lady - . ‘ - 50 Superintendent, plant ~ - 74
ﬂ Sales ceorrespondent ~ division local Superintendent, rafllroad 75,
; branch of nationwide an., ~ 70 Superintendent, .se vice—large '

* 4 Salesman 68 departiient stor - 76
g .Salesman, car - 68 Superintendent, stegf mill 72
dm Salesman, cosmetic o . 60 Superintendent, truck stop . 65
B Salesman, insurance - ) , §8 Supervisor-State of Ohio Fish o

' § _Salesman, retail, not invalving .~ Magagement 77.
3 canvassing or traveling - 68 - Supervisor, loag distance, telephone ,

Salesman, route 60 co. (female) 65
Salesman, route (driver) = " 56 Supervisor, Coal Co. = ° o 64
Salesman, used car 62 Supervisor, office : . 68
Salesman, wholesale, not involving Supervisor, John Deere ' 69
‘. traveling . . . 68 Tailor = . ' ! 67
Sales promotion worker 72 Technician, alrcraft - 78
¢ Sales representative’ . 68 = Technician, dental ‘ 73
2 Saw sharpener . . e 50 Technician,'radio o ' 68
4 Sclence field . 81 Technologist, medical . [
i Scientist : : 89, Tire builder : - 60
% Seamstress | L ‘57 Tool and Die maker ) o 65
é Secretary = - ' 65 Tool setter - 60
i Secretary-treasurer, large co. . 76 Tree surgeon, self-employed - 76
§ Secretary, university dept. 65 . Tree trimmer for public utility . 51
j Seed corn research T : ,68 Truck gardener - 1 66
i Septic Tank cleaner (self~employed) 50 - U.S. employee-quartermaster o
{ sergeant, Army - N , 66 purchasing . o - 69 °
3 Servant, domestic - v 47 Upholsterer o ' 62
3‘ Sheet metal worker o 54 Veterinarian \ ‘ .84
J\‘l ‘ ()1_'(3@ ‘ e
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Vice president of a large whole--'~
sale food company

Vice president, real estate develop~
ment co, ‘

Vocational rehabilitator, V A,

Waitress

Warehouse worker T

Watchmaker :

Welder

. Wrecking business (self—employed)

Writer in public rela;ions dept.
Yardmaster, ReR.

-

N
-
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&
a
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84 : ‘
78 ’

50 . .
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\ Accountant,
Accountant ‘professional ~78 -
Accountant, Eublnc -78
Acting - 80 ..

Administration - 70
-Administration, business - 70
Advanced account:ng - 81
Agent - 68
Agent, depot - 70
 Agent, secret - 78
Agriculture - 76
‘Agriculture business-- 70
Agriculture chemicals - 66
"~ Agriculture work - 50
Agronomist ~ 82
Airline communicatiaris - 7&
Airline management - 68
Airline reservationist - 68
‘ o "Airline worker - 74 '
o . Anlmal science specialist ~ 82
" Archeoclogy - 82 E
Army pilot - 83 ’
“Art field - 74
Artist - 74
Artificial inseminator - 48
‘Assembly worker - 55§
Assessor, tax - 68
Astronaut - 85
Astronomer -~ 82
Astrophysics: - 86
Athlete f 67 w
Auctioneer - 68 5
-~ Auto painting ~ 65
‘Automation IBM .- 68
Automotive test driver - 60

IO S LI s .mambm TN O, DAL AL D SR S, DA T S A

0
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LS R T

Aviation deungn or repair = 75
Bagger - 55 N
. Bank administrator - 70
. <. Bank employee - 67 ~
‘ Banking and Insurance - 75
Beauty operator - 60 .
Beef boner - 54
- Biology 'field - 81 ’
Biologist' (wildlife) - 81
Board of directors, Ford - 77.
Body shop owner - 67»
Body and fender’ shop - 67
Bouncer .- 52
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AddItions to;North?Hatt Scale
" . Alphabetical listing

“July, 1968 .
AVS'Study

134 :
‘Bulk can driver for Carnation - 55
Bush pilot - 83 g
Business advisor - 70
Business executive - 70 -
Business job, junior executive - 70
:Business representative - 68
Businessman - 70 |,
Butcher (owns shop) = 70
Can milk man - 56 .
Cartoonist - 74*

‘fCeramic tile iayer - 63
Checker at Rath - 65

‘Chief of police - 70°
City employee - 55
City street department - 55 "
Civil service - 70 | . o o
C]erk\- 60 ;o : ‘ I
Clerk, -1BM -.68 -
Clerk recelv!ng - 59
Clothlng - 60 _
Company worker = 55 . \, ’ : b
Computers - 68 - ‘ _

.-~

Computer
Computer:
Computer
Computer
Computer
Computer
Computer

analyst - 73
center work -
controller - 68
operations - 68
processor - 73
programmer - 3
science - 68

48

_‘/‘

‘Aviation - 68 .

1136

Constrnctlonnst - 50 : : .
“Construction Corp, owns - 7°,Coh5truction, roa
Construction, unspecified - 50

Contractor - 70%or 74 :

. Contractor, ditching - 70 :
Contractor , drainage and sewer - 70
Contractor, electrical = 74 :
.Contractor, field tiling - 67 -
Contractor, plumbing and heatlng - 67.
Co-op station attendant - 52
County *auditor - 78
County auditor of large county - 78
County co-op creamery - 58 .

County job. - 48 N

Crate maker - 55

Custom work < 67

Data processor ~ 68

- Dealer, livestock - 68 '
-Desigp, hgmes - 75

Design, mechanical - 75 .

. Build homes for lumber company - 65 Des.gner - 75 . ‘ : S

- . @




4& " !
|
1

: 135
’ Designer, machinery -~ 75 =~ = Foreman, hlgh 1ine - 66
. i DHIA supervisor - 77 * Foreman, malntenance and electrician - 73
Q? Director of industrial relations - 75 Foreman, manufacturing company = 66
Ditch digger ~ 55 Foreman, packing plant - 67 : v
5 * Door window glazer - 60 Foreman, road gonstruction ~ 66
i Dozer and tree~trimming work (self— Foreman, working - 66
g employed) - 67, Foreman_of .business = 66
_ﬁ Drives cat at packing plant - 59 Forester -~ 76
3 Etectrical work - 73 Fork ¥ift driver = 59 .
§ - Electrician, T,V. and radio - 67 - Foundry worker - 55 ‘
E Electronics ~-73 . Game conservationist - 76
i Electronic control - 73 Game warden - 76
Elevator field man - 68 .. - Garade mechanic - 62
; "Elevator operator - 68 [ Garage owner - 67
}_‘ End loader operator - 59 ~ Gas station attendant = 52
. Englneer,4aeronaut|cal - 83 A - General office clerk - 62
o Engineer, aerospace = 83 : © " General wiring - 73 o Ct ‘
g Engineer, architectural - 80" . Geologist -~ 86 '
: Engineer, automotive - 80 = - - Guide in Alaska - 67
3 Engineer, biological - 80 Government foreign service - 8o .
ﬁ' . Engineer, gchemical ~ 80 . Government hunting - 67 : . o
% .Englneer, ctrical - 83 Government (polltncs) = 80 : .
. Engineer, ronics - 83 . Grocer - 70 C
S Engineer, ear - 86 . Guidahce counselor - 7°
4 'Engineer, téchnical - 73 . ‘ . Head of large corporation = 77
§ " Engineer, unspecified - 73 | _ Heag of manufacturing firm - 78
'ﬁ .. Engineering operations - 70 o Head of some kind of business - 70
d Executive - 70 - Heated metal inspector at John Deere - 65
y % _Explorer - 67 i HeaVy equipment operator - 59
4 'Explorer, jungle = 67 o . Heavy equipment operator, self- employed - 59
E Explosive disarmament - 69 . - High steel worker - 63 + -
? . Extension assistant - 77 B Highway traffic weigh offlcer - 66
i Extension man - 77 o Horse trainer - 63
i Factory executive - 70 v A Hydraullcs - 80
! Factory machine operator - 60 » “'IBM- repair = 73
! Factory worker - 47 - illustrator for Vavy - 72 - )
L Farm services - 68 _ : Impliment shop - 67
tH Farm supply - 68 - , industrial worker - 55
i . Farmer - 76 ’ lnawétry = 70
L _~ - Fashion merchandisnng - 7h _Inspector for highway comm|55|on (flr!& ;
¢*. - FBl - 78" - o -~ grade) - 68" - -
% " Federal meat inspector - 68 Insurance adjuster - 67 ;
§ _ - Feed and fertillzer technology - 75 Interior decorator - 60 ?
g Fertilizér application - 67 Journalism = 71 : :
3 Field man for breed association = 70 ,Justice of peace - 70 - ¢ Do o
{ t?lying - 83 : _ Laborer - 45 = .
3 Tuid power - 80 - - Lays floors In truck. trailers - 55 |
g- Food marketing management - 70 Lineman eng;neer - 69
’ . :...Foreman - 66 o Livestock buyer - 70
’ 8 Foreman! book binder - 67 Loading meat - 54 . »
ﬁﬁﬂ Foreman, chief, at Carnation - 67 . [umber constructlon - 65 M S
P . Foreman, garagé ~ 68 . ‘ MachlnlsL - 65 _
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Maintenance - 55
Makes tractor gears - 60

. Manage cooperative - 70

Management, corporation - 70~
Management, industrial - 70
Management, marketing - 70
Management, ranch - 68

Manager ~ 70

Manager, ag. business = 70
Manager, airport - 70

Manager, computer - 73
Manager, co-op - 72

Manager, county ASCS program - 66
Manager, county home - 70 v
Manager, department store_g 70
Manager, elevator - 72
Manager, farm - 68

. Manager, farm service = 70

Manager, grocery store = 72
Manager, hardware store - 70 -

" Manager, industry - 77
Manager, livestock - 68
‘Manager, 1lvestock salebarn - 68

Manager, ‘meat department - 68 ,
Manager, men's clothing store - 69
Manager, ranch - 68

Manager, retail - 70 S
Manager, stock yard - 72 °
Manager, store -~ 70

Manager, truckline - 70-

Manager, V.F.W, - 60 C
Manufacturing wood and metal = 55
Mathematician - 86 o
Meat grader - 65

Meat man - 54 e

Mechanic, .diesel - 68

Mechanic, farm (or tractor) = 67
Mechanic, tractor -~ 67 .
Mechanical - 62

" Mechanics, sbeciallied - 65

Merchant, retail feed - 70
Military man - 72

Mititary officer - 75
Military sergaent - 66

Mink rancher - 76

Model alrcraft industry - 60
Motorcycle racer - 60
Movie stéﬂ‘- 70 -

Music - 70,

. 'Musiciah - 70

“Navigation - 73 ‘
Night club manager = 61 .,
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Night club owner - 64 .
Nutritionist, livestock - 86
Oceanography - 81
Occupational therapy - 76
0i1 jobber - 68 .

Osteopath - 80 o .

Owner of bank'- 88

Owns dry cleaning business - 75

Owns elevator - 73

Owns small manufacturjng company - 69
Packing company - 59 ~ )
Packing plant worker %5 '
Painter in-factory - 66 ' . :
Peace Corps - 74 ,

Personal management of large company - 72
Philosopher - 81, Photoengraver ~ 73 '
‘Physicist - 86 , T

Physicist, nuclear - 86
Plumber and electrician - 73
Poet = 7’-& S e _ “
Political analyst =~ 74
Political science - 92
" Politician - 92 . Ce
Politics - 92
Postal worker: - 66
Postmaster - 70
Post office - 70
President - 92
Printer - 68
Pro baseball - 67
Produce - 58 \
Produttion worker = 55
Professional - 86 - "
Professional entertainer - 70
-Psychiatric aide -~ 74
pPsychiatrist - 93
Race car driver - 60
Radio work - 67
Railroad worker - 60
Railroad yard clerk - 60
Ranch hand - 50
“Ranch owner - 76 o
‘Recreational director ~ 70 .

Refrigeration - 67. . '

“"Refrigeration expert - 67 ,

Restaurant owner and buslness manager of
several buildings - 70 '

Road construction operator - 59

Road maintenance for highway commission = 55

Road maintenance operator - 59 ‘

Route work ~ 56
Quarry worker =-/55

&




137 ’

‘Salesman ~ 68
Salesman, drug - 70

' Salesman, feed - 63

Salesman, lnsurance - 68

Salesman, livestock - 60

Scale serviceman - 66

School adminjstration = 80

Science - 80 .

Secondary education - 78

~ Sheriff - 70

Singer - 70,

Skilled taborer - 55

Special 'signal maintenance for
railroad - 63

State tax auditor =~ 77'

Statesman = 92

Statistician - 78

Statistics analyst - 78

Store detective - 62 |

Store work - 60 >

Student - 7k '

Supernntendent, assistant at light

" plant - 69 .

Superintendent, construction - 77

Superintendent, gas for town - 69

Superintendent, light and power works
(manager of. public utilities) - 81

Superlntendent office manager - 70

Supervisor, correctional - 68

Supervisor, industrial - 67 )

Superviser, piant - 69

‘Surveyor - 65

Tankwagon driver = 54

Taxidermist - 67

Teacher at YMCA

Technician - 73

Technician, A

Technician,

Technician,

Technician,

Technician,

§ 70
11 - 68

avuatLon - 73
electrical - 73
electronics - 73
engineifing - 72
Technician, medicall- 73
Technician, radar - 73
Technician, X-ray - 73
Technologist - 74
Technologist, food - 73
‘Technologist, medical = 74
Technologist, welding -.59
Telephone company - 63
Thermo-King specialist - 67
Town employee - 55

Trade school - 65

-

Truck driver for e]evator - 5h
Truck owner and operator - 65
Vocatlonal tralning - 78

Welder, own shop - 70

Welding field - 59 -

Welding technology instructor - 67
Wilson's ‘in Cedar Rapids - 59 -
Wood pattern maker - 67 e
Work for county - 48 .

Work for fertilizer dealer - 54
Work for impliment dealer - 55
Works in a mill - 45 .

Worker - 48 - '

Worker, factory - 55

Worker, fertilizer p1ant - 55 -
Worker, steel - 55

Zoology -~ 81




